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1 INTRODUCTION 

Approximately 370 of 533 identified small communities within the Tulare Lake Basin are 
disadvantaged or severely disadvantaged. The estimated population within these 370 
communities is about 284,000.  The water and sewer systems in these unincorporated 
communities throughout the Tulare Lake Basin vary in size, from those with individual 
water wells and onsite septic tank systems, to community systems serving more than 
2,000 connections. The vast majority of the communities (approximately 84%) range in 
size from 15 to 200 connections, although a larger percentage of the overall population 
lives in communities with greater than 200 connections. The number of connections as 
discussed in this pilot study is generally based on water system connections, since only 
about ten percent of the DACs in the Study Area have wastewater collection and 
treatment systems. 

These communities suffer from a variety of source water issues, including insufficient 
supply and poor water quality. A water quality issue, as defined in this report, is 
considered to be a single primary maximum contaminant level (MCL) exceedance within 
the three year period from 2008 through 2010. This does not necessarily constitute a 
violation, but is an indication that the system needs to be further evaluated. Exceedance 
of maximum contaminant levels for arsenic, nitrates, and uranium are common in the 
Tulare Lake Basin region (study area), as shown in Table A-1 in Appendix A. 
Insufficient water supply, as discussed in this report, is considered to be a water system 
with only one (1) active water supply well. Communities with surface water as their 
single source of supply can also be vulnerable depending on the reliability of the surface 
water source and backup systems integrated into the water treatment plant. 

Many disadvantaged communities with water supply or water quality issues have 
applied for and received funding for improvements to mitigate their water supply and/or 
water quality problems. Table A-2 in Appendix A presents a listing of some recently 
funded projects.  Systems that have received funding for water system improvements 
are usually on their way to resolving their water supply issues. While there are cases 
where the funded improvements resolve some, but not all of the system’s water supply 
issues, a given funded project should be on the path toward the goal of delivering safe 
and sufficient potable water for a water system.  Some communities lack the technical, 
managerial and financial (TMF) abilities to operate and maintain a new system or 
upgraded system, and, as such, may not be eligible to receive funding for construction. 
In these situations, a treatment solution or new water source solution may not be 
feasible without addressing ongoing expenses and TMF issues.  This pilot report aims 
to identify various management and non-infrastructure solutions that can be considered 
which may alleviate some of the ongoing problems.  It should also be noted that these 
management and non-infrastructure solutions can be implemented to improve system 
efficiency and affordability, regardless of whether a water supply or quality issue exists, 
and regardless of whether an upgrade to the system is needed.  

In addition to the source water issues faced by DACs in the Study Area, many 
communities also face issues with their wastewater. Wastewater challenges include 
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reliance on septic systems that may be failing or potentially contaminating the 
groundwater, failing or insufficient sewer collection systems, or wastewater treatment 
systems that are not capable of meeting the limitations set forth in the facility’s Waste 
Discharge Requirements (WDRs).  Wastewater treatment technologies are discussed in 
the Technical Solutions Pilot Project, and individual septic system considerations are 
addressed in the Individual Households Pilot Project.  However, several of the 
management and non-infrastructure solutions presented in this report could benefit both 
water and wastewater systems.  In fact those communities that have one of either a 
community water or wastewater system could potentially benefit by the increased 
number of services provided through both water and wastewater service, which would 
provide a better economy of scale. 

The management and non-infrastructure solutions that will be presented in this pilot 
report include: 

 Internal Changes 

 Informal Cooperation 

 Contractual Assistance 

 Inter-Agency Contracts 

 Ownership Transfer 

 County Operation of Multiple Zones of Benefit of County Service Areas 

 Regional Association Focusing on Sharing of Information 

 One or More Combinations of Solutions 

Internal changes are the modifications that can be made within an entity to reduce 
costs, improve service delivery, and/or improve efficiency. Some of the internal changes 
that may be considered include: installation of water meters on services to encourage 
water conservation; assessing the existing rate structure to determine if adjustments to 
the rate structure are appropriate; assessing the existing budget, financials, and 
reserves to determine if adjustments are necessary; and evaluating the existing 
management structure to see if changes to the structure may benefit the sustainability 
of the entity. 

Informal cooperation can involve two or more entities working together in a mutual aid 
arrangement, without contractual obligations. By sharing equipment, bulk supply 
purchases, backup operation and maintenance personnel, sampling and testing 
services, billing services, or similar items or services, the cooperating communities can 
reduce some of their individual expenses without the need for a formal agreement. 

Contractual assistance can be provided in various forms. An entity or group of entities 
can contract with a private third party entity to provide bookkeeping services, operation 
and maintenance services, management, engineering, or other services. This type of 
contract is under each individual system’s control, and does not necessarily involve 
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cooperation between two systems. Similarly, an entity can contract with a non-profit 
corporation to provide any of a variety of services. This can involve an existing non-
profit entity or one formed for the specific purpose of contracting service, which will offer 
goods or services to public or private water or sewer service entities. Alternatively, the 
contractual assistance can be between service suppliers. In this case, an entity could 
enter into one or more contracts with other entities for the provision of services and/or 
the purchasing of goods and equipment. There are various options with each of these 
types of contractual assistance, as will be discussed in this report. 

Inter-agency contracts can involve the creation of a new entity by several existing 
entities, which allow each system to continue to exist as independent entities. Inter-
agency contracts are most likely be in the form of a Joint Powers Agreement that can 
form a Joint Powers Authority (JPA); however JPAs are generally restricted to public 
entities. The new entity formed through the inter-agency contract provides one or more 
services for all participating entities; however the remaining services of each entity 
remain the responsibility of the individual system. For example, the JPA may provide 
shared system management structure, while each participating entity continues to 
operate its own system. 

Ownership transfer involves full consolidation of two or more systems into one existing 
or newly created system. This solution also has various options, including: acquisition 
and physical interconnection between the systems; or acquisition and satellite 
management (no physical interconnection). This report will discuss both forms of 
consolidation; however this study will focus on the governance structure and the 
physical interconnection will be discussed further in the New Sources pilot study. 

County operation of multiple zones of benefit or County Service Areas is another type of 
solution. A solution may be to utilize County staff to provide various services within 
multiple zones of benefit or county service areas. Many counties already manage 
County Service Areas (CSA) within their respective county. If a county has an efficient 
model in place to operate these service areas, and is willing to expand their services, 
they could potentially take in additional unincorporated communities.  

Regional association focusing on sharing information can support and augment other 
solutions. The regional association would be a voluntary, independent association 
whose main objective would be to act as a clearinghouse of information, materials, and 
resources to those entities that choose to be a part of the association. Existing entities 
can continue to exist and function independently. Community members and entity 
leaders, staff and other interested parties can be potential members of this regional 
association. 

Any one or a combination of two or more of the solutions discussed here can be 
implemented. Each community is different, and therefore the most appropriate or most 
beneficial solution or solution set will differ from system to system. This report does not 
aim to recommend a single specific solution, but rather it will present various potential 
solutions from which a community or group of communities can select, based on what 
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may be most appropriate for their specific circumstances, needs, and political, practical, 
and financial demands.  

This report describes potential alternative management and non-infrastructure solutions, 
the implementation process for each solution, as well as several example projects that 
have been implemented, demonstrating the result of these solutions. Some potential 
projects or regions within the Tulare Lake Basin study area are also identified, for which 
further vetting and evaluation will be required. Additionally, this report discusses funding 
opportunities, the sustainability of the solutions identified, operation and maintenance 
impacts associated with implementation of the solutions, as well as obstacles and 
barriers that need to be overcome to implement the these solutions. 
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2 BACKGROUND 

The Safe Drinking Water Act was originally passed by Congress in 1974 and amended 
in 1986 and 1996, to protect public health by regulating the nation’s public drinking 
water supply. The Safe Drinking Water Act affects every public water system (PWS) in 
the United States.  It is noted that any supplier delivering water for human consumption 
to less than 15 service connections or 25 regularly served persons is not considered to 
be a PWS, as defined by the Safe Drinking Water Act. The key provision of the Safe 
Drinking Water Act are the National Primary Drinking Water Regulations, which are 
national health-based standards for drinking water to protect against both naturally 
occurring and man-made contaminants that may be found in drinking water. Early on, 
the Safe Drinking Water Act primarily focused on treatment as a means of protecting 
drinking water, but in 1996 the Act was amended to include source water protection, 
operator training, funding for water system improvements, and public information as 
important components of protection. 

Compliance with the Safe Drinking Water Act at the federal and state levels requires 
public water systems, regardless of size, to have (1) adequate and reliable sources of 
water that either are or can be made safe for human consumption; and (2) the financial 
resources and technical ability to provide services effectively, reliably, and safely for 
workers, customers, and the environment. Small public water systems must meet the 
same requirements as larger utilities, but with fewer financial resources available to 
them due to their smaller customer base. The ability of users to cover system costs is 
further reduced in disadvantaged communities where household incomes are extremely 
limited, resulting in an increased challenge in meeting the financial resources 
requirement.  Federal and state programs do provide these small public water systems 
with extra assistance, such as training and technical assistance, but operational 
subsidies are almost nonexistent and many small and disadvantaged community water 
systems continue to struggle to remain in compliance. 

2.1 Water Quality and Supply Issues 

There are approximately 370 disadvantaged communities (DACs) within the Tulare 
Lake Basin study area. Of these 370 DACs, approximately 206 are severely 
disadvantaged communities (SDACs). The water systems within these communities 
face challenges related to the quality of their water and/or the number of supply sources 
available. The water quality primary MCL exceedances reported include coliform 
bacteria, arsenic, nitrate, uranium, fluoride, DBCP, perchlorate, PCB, and disinfection 
by-products such as trihalomethanes. Based on the database information collected and 
analyzed, arsenic, nitrate, and uranium are the contaminants of greatest concern in the 
region.  Coliform exceedances are also common, but coliform is readily treatable as 
discussed and documented in the Technical Solutions pilot study. Management and 
non-infrastructure issues do not have as direct an impact on coliform bacteria 
contamination.  
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Approximately 117 out of the 370 DACs in the region reported at least one water quality 
exceedance between 2008 and 2010. A breakdown of the water quality exceedances by 
contaminant is presented in the Technical Solutions Pilot Study.  Limited reliable water 
supply is also a concern within the region, since many communities only have a single 
source of water supply, usually from groundwater. The communities with the various 
water supply and quality issues are illustrated on the maps shown as Figures B-5 
through B-8, included in Appendix B. 

Information that was prepared or provided by others was relied on to develop and 
analyze the types of problems and non-compliance that exist, as well as develop 
potential solutions. The database is a collection of data from PolicyLink, CDPH, Self 
Help Enterprises, County of Fresno, and County of Tulare, [other], which has been 
reviewed to evaluate the pollutant water quality and supply source issues in the Study 
Area. This is the best available data, but it is not a complete and comprehensive 
database of all water supply systems in the Study Area, and as such should be 
considered a work in progress for future updating. It is likely that there are systems with 
water quality problems that have not been specifically identified because water quality 
data for those systems are sometimes in individual reports and are difficult to track.  
Very small water systems (15 connections and less) are likely to have the most 
limitations in data availability. Their problem types, however, are going to be within the 
family of problems identified to exist for other communities in the database. 

2.2 Definitions of Water Systems 

The following are definitions from Title 22 California Code of Regulations, related to 
various categories of water systems. The emphasis of this study is on small water 
systems, state small water systems, and community water systems. Non-community 
water systems, non-transient non-community water systems, and transient non-
community water systems do exist within the study area, but are not a focus of this pilot 
study. 

Small Water System (SWS): A community water system, except those serving 200 or 
more service connections, or any non-community or non-transient non-community water 
system. 

State Small Water System (SSWS): A system for the provision of piped water to the 
public for human consumption that serves at least five, but not more than 14, service 
connections and does not regularly serve drinking water to more than an average of 25 
individuals daily for more than 60 days out of the year. 

Public Water System (PWS): A system for the provision of water for human 
consumption through pipes or other constructed conveyances that has 15 or more 
service connections or regularly serves at least 25 individuals daily at least 60 days out 
of the year. 

Community Water System (CWS): A public water system that serves at least 15 service 
connections used by yearlong residents or regularly serves at least 25 year long 
residents of the area served by the system. 
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Non-Community Water System (NCWS): A public water system that is not a community 
water system. 

Non-Transient Non-Community Water System (NTNC): A public water system that is 
not a community water system and that regularly serves at least 25 of the same persons 
over 6 months per year. 

Transient Non-Community Water System (TNC): A non-community water system that 
does not regularly serve at least 25 of the same persons over six months per year. 

Figure 1 (below) presents a decision tree, published by the California Department of 
Public Health, illustrating the classification of water systems. 

 

It is noted that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) uses a different 
definition for small public water systems as follows: Public water systems with fewer 
than 1,000 service connections and a population served of less than 3,300.  

 

2.3 Other Definitions 

Disadvantaged Community (DAC):  A community whose median household income is 
80 percent or less of the statewide median household income.  

Severely Disadvantaged Community (SDAC): A community whose median household 
income is 60 percent or less of the statewide median household income.  

Types of organizations include: 

 Community Services District (CSD):  A community services district is an entity 
formed by residents of an unincorporated community, which is authorized to 
provide a wide variety of services, including water, garbage collection, 
wastewater management, security, fire protection, public recreation, street 
lighting, ambulance services, and graffiti abatement. A CSD may span 
unincorporated areas of multiple cities and/or counties. A CSD may form bonds, 
or form an improvement district for the purpose of issuing bonds, as any City or 
County might do. Any bond issuance or other long-term debt will require a 
2/3rds majority approval of registered voters residing within the CSD.  

 Mutual Water Company (MWC):  A privately owned, public utility, regulated by 
the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). 

 Public Utility District (PUD):  A special-purpose district that provides public utility 
service, such as electricity, natural gas, wastewater collection/management, 
wastewater treatment, telecommunications, and/or water, to residents of the 
district. 

 Water District (WD): [define] 

 Others?? 
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Proposition 218: Proposition 218, officially titled the “Right to Vote on Taxes Act”, was 
approved by California voters in 1996. It established additional substantive and 
procedural requirements and limitations on new and increased taxes, assessments, and 
property related fees and charges. When referred to in this Report, Proposition 218 
refers to the requirements associated with changes to fees and charges imposed by an 
agency for water or sewer service (water/sewer rates).  Prior to adopting or increasing a 
property-related fee or charge subject to Proposition 218 (water or sewer rate increase), 
the agency must conduct a public hearing at which property owners can protest the rate 
increase. The hearing must be held at least 45 days after the mailing of the notice of the 
proposed fee or change to record property owners. At the hearing, the agency must 
consider all protests against the proposed fee or charge; however, when evaluating 
whether the number of protests defeats the imposition or increase of the fee or charge, 
only written protests are counted. “If written protests against the proposed fee or charge 
are presented by a majority of owners of the identified parcels, the agency shall not 
impose the fee or charge.” (California Constitution, Article XIIID, § 6, Subdivision (a), 
Part (2).) If a majority of owners do not submit a written protest, the fee or charge 
proposed can be imposed. 

Non-Profit or Not-for-Profit: An entity that is exempt from taxes under United States 
Internal Revenue Code Section 501(c), 26 U.S.C. 501(c). 

Operator Certification Levels (Distribution System Operators: D1-D5; Treatment Plant 
Operators: T1-T5) 

Operator certification helps protect human health and the environment by 
establishing minimum professional standards for the operation and maintenance 
of public water systems. In 1999, EPA issued operator certification program 
guidelines specifying minimum standards for certification and recertification of the 
operators of community and non-transient non-community public water systems. 
These guidelines are implemented through State operator certification programs.  

The California Regulations Related to Drinking Water, Title 22 Code of 
Regulations, Chapter 15 Domestic Water Quality and Monitoring Regulations, 
Article 2 General Requirements describes the classification of water treatment 
facilities and distribution systems.  

Water treatment facilities are classified pursuant to Table 64412.1-A of the 
California Code of Regulations. 

 

Table 2-1. California Code of Regulations Table 64413.1-A - Water Treatment Facility 
Class Designations 

Total Points Class 

Less than 20 T1 

20 through 39 T2 
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40 through 59 T3 

60 through 79 T4 

80 or more T5 

 

The calculation of total points for a water treatment facility is described in the 
California Code of Regulations, and depends on the water source, water quality, 
and treatment method. 

Distribution systems are classified pursuant to Table 64413.3-A of the California 
Code of Regulations. 

 

Table 2-2. California Code of Regulations Table 64413.3-A - Distribution System 
Classifications 

Population Served Class 

1,000 or less D1 

1,001 through 10,000 D2 

10,001 through 50,000 D3 

50,001 through 5 million D4 

Greater than 5 million D5 
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Figure 1. Decision Tree for Classification of Water Systems (CDPH) 
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3 DESCRIPTION OF PROBLEM 

3.1 SOAC Defined Issues 

Several priority issues were developed during the Stakeholder Oversight Advisory 
Committee (SOAC) process. The stakeholder process is discussed in detail in the Final 
Report.  The specific priority issues that the Management and Non-Infrastructure 
Solutions pilot study aims to address include the following: 

 Lack of Funding to Offset Increasingly Expensive Operations and Maintenance 
Costs in Large Part Due to Lack of Economies of Scale  

o Small systems serving primarily low-income households and remote 
locations cannot keep rates affordable and still generate enough revenue 
to run the system safely over the long term;  

o Lack of funding resources to operate and maintain water or wastewater 
systems at affordable levels and lack of funding for planning and 
replacement of infrastructure as it ages. 

 Lack of Technical, Managerial and Financial (TMF) Capacity by Water and 
Wastewater Providers 

o Lack of adequately trained technical, legal, financial, and managerial 
professionals, as well as inadequate training and ongoing education and 
assistance for existing water and wastewater providers;  

o Lack of knowledge of available training, assistance, and educational 
opportunities to help local employment in these sectors. 

3.2 Community Characteristics 

The Management and Non-Infrastructure Solutions Pilot Project documents 
organizational issues with small communities and delivery of water and sewer services 
to the residents of those communities. Water systems are emphasized in this report, but 
all of the solution sets discussed are applicable for either or both water and sewer 
systems. Communities are grouped by size as follows: 50 connections or less, 51 to 
200 connections, 201 to 500 connections, 501 to 2,000 connections, and greater than 
2,000 connections. These ranges were chosen to look for operational correlation that 
might be dependent on community size.  This section includes general assumptions 
related to communities of various sizes. Table 3-1 summarizes the number of 
communities in each size range. A summary of community characteristics for a 
representative selection of the communities studied is presented in Table 3-2. A 
complete listing of the communities studied is presented in Table A-1, included in 
Appendix A, and community profile descriptions are provided in Appendix C.  
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Table 3-1. Community Size Ranges 

Community Size 
Range 

(connections) 

Number of 
Communities 

Number of 
Connections 

Population 

Total Public Total Public Total Public 

50 or Fewer 209 7 4,533 213 15,358 869 

51 through 200 92 12 9,111 1,387 28,757 4,493 

201 through 500 33 16 10,633 5,245 31,293 18,218 

501 through 2,000 29 18 29,232 16,415 88,302 55,738 

Greater than 2,000 7 5 37,068 24,255 120,669 78,671 

Total 370 58 90,577 47,515 284,379 157,989 
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Table 3-2. Summary of Community Characteristics 

Name of Community County 

Type of 
Organization 
(water/sewer) Population 

Number of 
Connections 

Water Source 
(GW/SW) 

Source Water 
Issue

1
 

Community Water 
Monthly Rate 

(Average Rate
2
)   

Community Sewer 
(Y/N) Monthly 

Rate 

Median Household 
Annual Income 

(DAC/SDAC) 

50 or Fewer Connections 

Camden Trailer Park? Fresno Private 100 25 GW       $25,982 (SDAC) 

Double L MHP? Fresno Private 80 37 GW       $27,895 (SDAC) 

El Porvenir? Fresno Public               

Cantua Creek? Fresno Public               

Kelso or Mettler ? Kern                 

Crider Kern Private   12 GW     N   

Hardwick MWC
3
 Kings Private 140 20 GW   $40.00  N ?? 

Lemoore MHP Kings Private   38 GW       $37,303 (DAC) 

Akin Tulare Private 85 26 GW   $30.00  N $33,375 (SDAC) 

Lemon Cove Sanitary 
District Tulare Public 308 XX GW       $41,705 (DAC) 

51 to 200 Connections 

Lanare -Receivership Fresno Private 600 169 GW       $26,375 (SDAC) 

Las Deltas (just outside 
TLB) Fresno Private     GW         

Raisin City CSA? Fresno Public 350 60 GW     N $24,167 (SDAC) 

Athal Kern Private 150 62 GW     N $27,465 (SDAC) 

Lost Hills Kern Public 1991 434         $31,875 (DAC) 

  Kings                 

  Kings                 

Allensworth CSD Tulare Public 471 119 GW   $42.00  N $22,625 (SDAC) 

Delft Colony (Tulare Co. 
RMA) Tulare Public  454 102 GW   $45.75  $49.00    

East Orosi CSD Tulare Public 495 1xx GW   $17.00  $50.00  $29,063 (SDAC) 

Sultana CSD Tulare Public 775 156 GW       $44,250 (DAC) 

Teviston CSD Tulare Public 1,214 1xx GW   $55.00  N $23,050 (SDAC) 

Tooleville MWC (w) 

Tulare 

Private (w) 

339 76 GW   $40.00  $59.25  $17,118 (SDAC) Tulare Co. RMA (s) Public (s) 

Tract 92 CSD Tulare Public   xx GW     N $32,400 (DAC) 

West Goshen MWC Tulare Private 511 101 GW   $50.00  N $41,250 (DAC) 

Yettem (Tulare Co. RMA) Tulare Public 350 64 GW   $56.00  Y $31,736 (DAC) 

201 to 500 Connections 

Biola CSD Fresno Public 749 206 GW       $32,667 (DAC) 

Del Rey CSD? Fresno Public 950 240 GW       $26,458 (SDAC) 

Laton CSD Fresno Public 1236 331 GW       $35,408 (DAC) 

Buttonwillow CWD Kern Public 1266 472 GW       $28,370 (SDAC) 

  Kern                 
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Kettleman City CSD Kings Public 1,439 366 GW   $30.05  $24.00  $25,988 (SDAC) 

Stratford? Kings Public 1,215 240 GW       $29,205 (DAC) 

Home Garden? Kings Public 1750 450 GW       $25,450 (SDAC) 

Alpaugh CSD Tulare Public 1,026 360 GW   $55.00  N $24,688 (SDAC) 

London CSD Tulare Public 1,869 420 GW       $29,853 (SDAC) 

Matheny Tract MWC Tulare Private 1200 276 GW   

$40.00  

N $34,826 (DAC) ($45 summer) 

Plainview MWC Tulare Private 945 240 GW   $35.00  N $15,500 (SDAC) 

Traver (Tulare Co. RMA) Tulare Public 713 186       $33.75    

501 to 2000 Connections 

Caruthers CSD Fresno Public 2103 672 GW       $29,750 (SDAC) 

Riverdale PUD Fresno Public 3000 930 GW       $29,886 (DAC) 

  Kern                 

  Kern                 

Armona CSD Kings Public 3239 1179 GW       $32,790 (DAC) 

  Kings                 

Pixley PUD Tulare Public 3,310 800 GW   $29.00  $36.55  $35,759 (DAC) 

Richgrove CSD Tulare Public 2,882 600 GW       $28,261 (SDAC) 

Greater than 2000 Connections 

  Fresno                 

  Fresno                 

Lamont PUD Kern Public 15,120 3,500 GW       $33,799 (SDAC) 

East Niles CSD? Kern Public 24900 7338           

  Kings No unincorporated communities exist in Kings County with more than 2,000 connections  

  Tulare No unincorporated communities exist in Tulare County with more than 2,000 connections  

1. Source water issues are defined as the following: 

     a. S = Single Source of Supply 

     b. A = Arsenic MCL exceedance 

     c. N = Nitrate MCL exceedance 

     d. U = Uranium MCL exceedance 

     e. O = Other MCL exceedance 

     f. X = No current water supply or quality issue 

2. Approximate average water rates are used as a basis of comparison, since communities have differing rate structures. 

3. Hardwick MWC serves approximately 20 connections. The other 20+ homes and businesses in Hardwick are served by private wells. 
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3.2.1 Communities with 50 or Fewer Connections 

The majority of communities in the Study Area with fewer than 50 connections have 
private water systems (approximately 97%). Water systems of fewer than 15 
connections are all private (within the Tulare Lake Basin Study Area), and are usually 
run by one individual, often the property owner, with minor maintenance done by the 
property owner.  When there is a major maintenance issue that needs to be addressed, 
the responsible owner of the system will often call whoever they know who can fix the 
problem, sometimes a qualified contractor, but not necessarily.  Experience has 
generally shown that systems of 6 connections or less tend to be able to work out 
issues between neighbors as problems arise.  Systems between 7 and 15 connections 
tend to have more difficulty resolving issues because consensus is harder to reach as 
the group gets larger.  General operations are commonly carried out by unpaid 
volunteers. 

Typically for these very small systems, the system owner collects money for expenses. 
Engineers and legal representatives rarely get involved.  If they do, there may be a 
critical issue to resolve and the system may be in crisis mode. Many of these small 
entities are very difficult to operate on a sustainable basis.  It is difficult for these small 
entities to budget even for basic expenses, including insurance which can protect the 
owner(s) from liabilities, and it can be virtually impossible for them to budget sufficient 
funds to cope with large-scale emergencies or capital improvements. 

Systems of 15 connections or more are considered by CDPH as Community Water 
Systems (CWS), and are regulated either by CDPH or the Local Primacy Agency (LPA).  
CWSs with less than about 50 connections are still limited due to lack of resources and 
economies of scale. As with the very small systems (14 connections or less), there is 
often a need for volunteerism to keep the system running and rates as affordable as 
possible.  

The presence of volunteerism can lead to the perception that systems of this size can 
be viable from a water rate perspective, but that may be misleading since having a 
volunteer manage or operate the system is cannot be relied on as a repeatable model. 
Some systems do, however, operate this way successfully for many years.  

3.2.2 Communities with Between 51 and 200 Connections 

The EPA has designated CDPH as the Primacy Agency responsible for the 
administration and enforcement of the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) requirements in 
California. CDPH has adopted statutes and regulations to implement the requirements 
of the SDWA.  CDPH has regulatory responsibility over water systems including tasks 
such as issuance of operating permits, conducting inspections, monitoring for 
compliance with regulations and taking enforcement action to compel compliance when 
violations are identified. 

CDPH has delegated the drinking water program regulatory authority for small public 
water systems serving less than 200 service connections to 35 counties in California. 
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The delegated counties (Local Primacy Agencies or LPAs) are responsible for 
regulating approximately 4,000 small public water systems statewide. CDPH retains the 
regulatory authority over water systems serving 200 or more service connections and 
any small water systems not delegated to an LPA.  

Tulare County and Kings County are the Local Primacy Agencies under the State 
Department of Public Health in monitoring compliance for and in enforcing EPA’s Safe 
Drinking Water Act in those counties. Communities in Tulare County with less than 200 
connections are therefore monitored by the Tulare County Health & Human Services 
Agency, Environmental Health Division.  In Kings County the County Department of 
Public Health Environmental Health Services Division provides this service. 

In Fresno and Kern Counties, CDPH maintains responsibility for regulating small public 
water systems.  

Most of the systems under 200 connections are currently unmetered. Many small DACs 
in the Tulare Lake Basin have user rates over the affordability criteria of 1.5% of median 
household income, often because the community systems lack economies of scale, yet 
these small systems must meet the same regulatory requirements of much larger 
systems.  

Systems at the lower end of this size range may still rely on volunteerism, but systems 
closer to 150 or 200 connections typically have at least a part-time office person to 
perform administrative tasks and a contract or part-time D1 Distribution Operator, or 
possibly a T1 Treatment Plant Operator (See Section 2.3 for operator classifications).   

Systems in this size range tend to have a better ability to acquire resources, but they 
still face challenges related to customer affordability and insufficient economies of scale.  
In order to be sustained long term, a system should generate more revenue than the 
short term on-going  expenses with surpluses placed into a reserve account to cover 
future emergencies, increases in operational expenses, debt service (if a loan is being 
repaid) and future system replacement costs.  In the TLB, many small systems are 
fortunate if they even have a savings account in addition to one general checking 
account.   

Another measure of the health of the water system purveyor is how the water system is 
operating.  Does the responsible party (owner/board of directors) adopt annual budgets 
and set rates based on those budgets?  Is the system operating in the black? If there is 
a board and does it meet on a regular basis? Does the board operate according to its 
bylaws or as per state statutes?    All of these factors are important regardless of the 
size of the system.  Generally, the smaller the system, the more difficult it is to meet 
these requirements.  That said, there exist some very well-run small water systems.  

3.2.3 Communities with Between 201 and 500 Connections 

Systems with between 201 and 500 connections are usually more viable than the 
smaller systems described above.  Some systems of this size can be sustained at a 
higher level of operation, and may even have a full time manager. They may also have 
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part or full-time maintenance personnel and some office staff. Operators can be 
contracted or in-house staff.  

The Upper Kings DAC study identifies an approximate efficiency level, where, based on 
the data available, it appears that a system becomes more viable, rates stabilize, and 
the system is able to run more efficiently. The Upper Kings DAC study suggests this 
level may be at approximately 500 connections. The analysis is highly dependent on the 
level of volunteerism available and utilized, operations costs specific to each water 
system (e.g. if treatment is required, costs will be higher than if there is no treatment), 
source of water supply (groundwater versus surface water), and other variances 
between communities. It is not possible to realistically prescribe a number of 
connections at which a system becomes “efficient”, but more connections yields greater 
economies of scale, which is beneficial, regardless of the circumstances specific to a 
given community or system. While the size at which a system realizes the benefits of 
economies of scale cannot clearly be defined, a system with greater than 200 
connections can most often be sustainable.  

3.2.4 Communities with Between 501 and 2,000 Connections 

Systems with between 501 and 2,000 connections are typically sustainable and self-
reliant, and they tend to have the resources to deal with emergencies situations.  
Typically systems of this size will have a full time manager, full time maintenance 
personnel, and a bookkeeper. Full time operators can be contracted or on staff. 
Systems in this category can become part of the solution for surrounding communities. 

3.2.5 Communities with Greater than 2,000 Connections 

Unincorporated communities with more than 2,000 connections are similar to small 
cities in the San Joaquin Valley. There are approximately six (6) communities of this 
size within the study area, all of which are in Kern County.  Any system, no matter the 
size, will have ongoing challenges.  However, communities of this size are able to utilize 
the economies of scale available with the increased population and are able sustain full 
services on an ongoing basis. These communities are generally able to sustain 
themselves and have potential for regional solutions. 

One of the challenges faced by communities of this size is retention of staff. As with 
small cities, qualified personnel are often trained in a small community organization and 
then move on to larger organizations where there are more opportunities. 
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4 DESCRIPTION OF SOLUTIONS 

Four potential solutions were identified to be analyzed through the pilot projects. This 
section focuses on management and non-infrastructure solutions to reduce costs and 
improve efficiency. This section will describe the solutions recommended as part of the 
Management and Non-Infrastructure Solutions pilot study. 

4.1 Range of Potential Solutions 

The Management and Non-Infrastructure Pilot Project includes solutions ranging from 
sharing of resources on a small scale, such as sharing of personnel or purchasing 
pools, increasing to larger scale governance approaches and full organizational 
consolidation. Various potential solutions include: 

 Shared purchasing – Such as pooled purchasing of vehicle and shared use of 
vehicles (pickup trucks, small dump trucks, backhoes, etc.), chemical supplies 
and operational and testing equipment, spare parts for repair and maintenance of 
well sites and distribution system components.  

 Pooled insurance – small systems often have no insurance, groups of small 
communities could pool together to get more affordable insurance. 

 Use of same auditing, engineering, legal, financial/bookkeeping, TMF, or other 
professional services firms in a coordinated basis.  For instance combining 
efforts in acquiring engineering or legal services that are common among 
communities. 

 Use of and coordination with the same contract water and wastewater operators 
between communities. 

 Association formation to provide ongoing support to water/wastewater system 
operators within the Tulare Lake Basin region (or encourage utilization of existing 
associations).  

 Shared management – opportunities for adjacent or close-by operations to share 
management functions – coordinating board meetings, assigning daily 
operational tasks, cash flow/billing function, planning for present and future 
needs, hiring contractors, evaluating employees, etc. (JPA) 

 Shared equipment such as mentioned in shared purchases above or sharing 
equipment where one entity purchases the backhoe and another entity supplies a 
sewer cleaning vacuum truck. 

 Backup of maintenance/operator personnel.  

 Various governance approaches (JPA, non-profit, county structures, CSDs, 
PUDs, MWCs (private), other private entities that report to PUC). 

A system partnership may be two or more systems working together to overcome 
challenges and build capacity to create a mutually beneficial situation for all systems 
involved. There is a range of levels of collaboration between systems than can be 
implemented. Table 4-1, developed from the webinar ‘Partnering Over Time’ (EPA, 
2011), illustrates a broad spectrum of partnership solutions. On the far left, there is 
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informal cooperation, such as operator-to-operator mentoring, or sharing equipment. 
Next, there is contractual assistance, such as contracting operations or management 
services. Next are inter-agency contracts, such as a joint powers authority, which is 
where systems can get together and form a new entity to share management or 
operators. Finally, there is complete ownership transfer. This can sometimes involve 
physical consolidation of the systems, but physical connection is not required. This 
report will discuss consolidation in terms of ownership transfer, both for systems that 
physically connect and those that do not. This study focuses on the governance 
changes associated with consolidation, while the physical interconnection will be 
discussed further in the New Sources Pilot Study. 

 

Table 4-1. Spectrum of Partnership Solutions (EPA, 2011) 

→ Increasing Transfer of Responsibility → 

Informal Cooperation Contractual 
Assistance 

Joint Powers 
Authority 

Ownership Transfer 

Work with other 
systems, but without 

contractual obligations 

Requires a contract, but 
contract is under 
system’s control 

Creation of a new entity 
by several systems that 

continue to exist as 
independent entities 
(e.g. regional water 

system) 

Takeover by existing or 
newly created entity 

Examples: Examples: Examples: Examples: 

Sharing equipment Contracting operation 
and management 

Sharing system 
management 

Acquisition and 
physical 

interconnection 

Sharing bulk supply 
purchases 

Outsourcing 
engineering services 

Sharing operators Acquisition and satellite 
management 

Mutual aid arrangement Purchasing water Sharing source water One system 
transferring ownership 
to another to become a 
larger existing system 

or entity 

    

 

4.2 Types of Solutions 

This section presents solutions from the internal changes that an individual system can 
do to achieve and maintain sustainability, to options that include achieving and 
maintaining sustainability through partnerships and collaboration. 
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Regionalization can promote other operational efficiencies such as economies of scale, 
benefits to employees where benefits may not have been provide before, and many 
other benefits associated with developing a larger entity.  

4.2.1 Internal Changes 

Various changes within an individual system can be implemented to reduce costs, 
improve efficiency, and assess whether technical, managerial, and financial (TMF) 
capacity can be improved. Internal changes that may be recommended include: 

 Install water meters on all services. This will allow for a metered rate structure, 
which may encourage water conservation and increase revenue from those high 
use water users. 

 Assess the existing rate structure to determine if adjustments to the rate structure 
can be made to increase revenue and/or encourage water conservation. 

 Assess the budget, financials, and reserves. Many communities do not maintain 
sufficient reserves to be prepared in case of equipment or other failure. It is 
important to evaluate the budget, and make adjustments as necessary to sustain 
the system. 

 Evaluate the management structure to see if changes may be beneficial to the 
operations and sustainability of the entity. 

4.2.2 Informal Cooperation 

Informal cooperation would involve two or more entities working with each other in a 
mutual aid arrangement, but without contractual obligations. Informal cooperation could 
involve: 

 Sharing equipment 

 Sharing bulk supply purchases 

 Sharing operator and maintenance personnel (backup personnel) 

 Coordinating/sharing sampling and testing services 

 Sharing of billing and bookkeeping services 

4.2.3 Contractual Assistance 

Contractual assistance could be provided in various different forms. An entity or group 
of entities could contract with a private third party entity to provide bookkeeping 
services, operation and maintenance services, management, engineering, or other 
services. This type of contract would be under each individual system’s control, and 
would not necessarily involve cooperation between two systems. Similarly, an entity 
could contract with a non-profit corporation to provide any of a variety of services. This 
could involve an existing non-profit entity or one formed for the specific purpose of 
contracting service, which would offer goods or services to public or private water or 
sewer service entities. Alternatively, the contractual assistance could be between 
service suppliers. In this case, an entity could enter into one or more contracts with 
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other entities for the provision of services and/or the purchasing of goods and 
equipment. 

4.2.3.1 Contract with Private Third Parties 

This option requires a contract, but the contract is under the individual system’s control.  
The contract would be made with a private/outside company. Some examples of this 
type of contractual assistance may include: 

 Contracting bookkeeping/financial services 

 Contracting operator services 

 Contracting management services 

 Contracting engineering services 

A group of public and/or private entities could collectively enter into a contract with a 
private, third party entity, for the provision of goods and/or services at a “group rate”.  
For example, an engineering firm could agree to provide professional services to a 
consortium of entities under a “master” contract at agreed upon, discounted rates. 

This would be one of the least complicated options, as each individual entity could 
choose to participate as it so desires, on an item by item basis. There would need to be 
no action taken by the entity, except for the board to authorize participating in the 
contract. 

In the case of a public entity, the statutory provisions relative to hiring the specific 
service, or purchasing the particular type of goods, would be applicable. 

4.2.3.2 Contract with Non-Profit Corporation 

An existing non-profit entity, or one formed for the specific purpose of contracting 
services, could offer to contract to provide goods and/or services to public and private 
entities. It is not unusual for a public entity to create a non-profit corporation for the 
purpose of providing one or more specific services. For example, cities and housing 
authorities have created non-profits to develop, build, own and/or operate low- and 
moderate-income housing. The public entity in turn contracts with the non-profit so that 
one provides services to the other. 

The primary advantage of contracting with a non-profit versus contracting with a private 
third party entity would be a lower cost of providing service since there is no need for 
the company to earn a profit. 

There are precise legal and procedural steps required to be followed to form the non-
profit organization and obtain tax-exempt status from the IRS. The non-profit would 
have its own board of directors and staff, separate from the contracting entities. The by-
laws could be written so that public and/or private entities which create the non-profit 
can assure themselves that they would have a director’s position on the board. 
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4.2.3.3 Contract to Share Services and/or Staff 

Both public and private entities could choose to enter into one or more contracts with 
other entities for the provision of services and/or the purchasing of goods and 
equipment. The process for acquiring such goods and services, and for entering into 
such contracts would have to follow the requirements of the public entity members 
(which are generally more restrictive), such as competitive bidding (if required by law). 

One entity could agree to provide all or selected specific services to other entities under 
a contract agreement. Thus, for example, a district with a full time manager could agree 
to provide managerial services to other entities. Multiple contracts could be developed, 
each applying to different services. Likewise, an entity with a certain piece of equipment 
could agree, by contract, to permit other entities to have access to the equipment, and, 
if so desired, provide an operator for the equipment. 

This arrangement has the advantage of being very flexible, since both public and private 
entities could participate. In addition, different entities could provide different services so 
that the entity with the best available staff or resources could provide the services of 
that staff to others. Economies of scale and increased levels of expertise would occur. 

To accomplish this result, the board of the participating entities need only agree to enter 
into a contract for the agreed upon services. 

4.2.4 Inter-Agency Contracts 

Inter-Agency contracts would allow creation of a new entity by several systems, which 
would each continue to exist as independent entities. This inter-agency contract may be 
in the form of a Joint Powers Authority (JPA) to operate the system as one entity, but 
maintain other independent processes (billings, budget, bookkeeping). The JPA could 
be formed by two or three entities, or it could be a larger regional authority with a large 
number of participating entities. JPAs are generally restricted to public entities, although 
Mutual Water Companies (MWC) can participate. 

 Sharing system management 

 Sharing operators 

 Sharing source water 

The model for formation of a JPA already exists among irrigation and water districts in 
the Central Valley. An example is the Friant Water Authority, a Joint Powers Authority 
comprised of irrigation and water districts that receive irrigation water from Friant Dam 
and the Federal Water Project.  There is the potential for flexibility with this option, as 
the member districts can determine which powers and responsibilities to convey to the 
JPA and which to retain within the individual districts.  

Only public entities can become part of a JPA. If a private entity wishes to become a 
member of a JPA, they would have to convert their existing structure to a public entity 
[what does this entail?]. The JPA’s powers would be contained in an Agreement, and 
would be limited to those powers common to all members. For example, if only four out 
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of the five member districts provide sewer service, sewer service cannot be a function of 
the JPA. 

The governing board of each potential member district of the JPA would have the power 
and authority to join the JPA without the requirement of an election, although member 
boards could choose to put an advisory election before their voters. 

Each entity joining the JPA would have one member on the JPA board (or perhaps two 
to three if the number of member entities is small). The JPA could operate all or parts of 
the infrastructure of the members under a contract. The board of each entity would 
control the rate setting within their individual boundaries. Formation of a JPA would 
provide a benefit of economies of size and expertise for those functions performed by 
the JPA. There should also be added strength and political impact resulting from the 
JPA representing the cumulative interests of the member districts. 

Interested entities would need to meet and direct someone to draft a JPA document. 
This would be reviewed and discussed by the individual member boards. Eventually, 
each individual member board would vote on executing the document, joining the JPA, 
and appointing a representative to the JPA board. 

This option exists in various forms within the region and there is a considerable amount 
of information on the creation, background, and experience of utilizing this type of 
approach. This option also has the flexibility of crossing county lines. 

4.2.5 Ownership Transfer 

Ownership transfer would be in the form of full consolidation of two or more systems 
into one existing or newly created entity. This may include acquisition and physical 
interconnection (discussed in further detail in the New Sources Pilot), acquisition and 
satellite management (no physical interconnection), or one system transferring 
ownership to another to become a larger existing system or entity. 

Full consolidation would require separate concurrent elections to merge the various 
districts. This would require special approval from Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO) to permit the creation of “islands” within the larger service area. LAFCO would 
also have to approve the mergers.  In addition, LAFCO may require the expansion of 
services into areas not currently being served, to compensate for the creation of 
“islands” that may result from consolidation.  There is opportunity for LAFCOs to take a 
proactive role in facilitating this type of consolidation.   

A critical consideration, depending on the arrangement of the ownership transfer and 
types of entities involved, would be the size and makeup of the new Board for the 
consolidated entity. If one or more entities consolidate into an existing entity and are 
subsequently absolved from providing their original services, this may not be a major 
consideration. However, if several entities consolidate into a new entity or restructured 
existing entity, the size and makeup of the new Board will be an important 
consideration, since it is likely each of the current existing entities would want to have a 
representative on the new Board. The new “super” District may have to create service 
areas or zones to accommodate the different levels of service and rates.  
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Consolidation with a neighboring system that has sufficient and safe water supply can 
be one of the most effective long-term solutions. Consolidation refers not only to the 
physical interconnection of water systems, but also the regionalization and restructuring 
of the two water systems, which may or may not include physical connection. Full 
consolidation may take years to complete but initial activities could include development 
of operator agreements that may lead to future consolidation. 

Consolidation of smaller community systems into one larger system increases the rate-
payer base, makes treatment more affordable, and may also increase management 
efficiency and oversight of system resources. 

There are many potential benefits to consolidation, including the following: 

 Increase economies of scale, spreading capital, operation, and maintenance 
costs over a larger population to lower the per customer base ratepayer costs. 

 Increase ability to apply for and obtain funding for capital improvements, 
including improvements necessary to meet existing water quality requirements. 

 Reduce costs associated with equipment, maintenance, billing, and other 
management issues by sharing resources across communities. 

 Increase reliability with respect to number of water sources. 

 Improve the ability to access and hire more skilled employees, and provide those 
employees with full-time work, rather than on-call or part-time work. 

There are also some potential obstacles to implementing a partnership solution. Some 
of the potential obstacles that may be faced include the following: 

 Consolidation may result in a perceived loss of identity for a local community. 
However, it is recommended that community residents weigh the ability to 
sustain a clean, reliable, and affordable water supply against what may be only a 
perceived independence or identity. 

 Systems that merge or acquire other systems need to make provisions for 
acquiring assets and liabilities. 

 The initial costs associated with holding meetings and discussing partnership 
solutions, soliciting community involvement, and other associated tasks may be a 
barrier.  Substantial staff time investment may be required of consolidating 
systems or cities, with little chance of direct compensation for that time. 

 Local political barriers can be significant, but as mentioned above, it should be 
emphasized that cooperation and sharing of resources may allow the 
communities involved the ability to sustain a clean, reliable, and affordable water 
supply. 

 Management goals of multiple systems may conflict. This will take additional 
efforts to coordinate and develop a management structure for the consolidated 
entity. 
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4.2.6 County Operation of Multiple Zones of Benefit or County Service Areas 

There exists a legal question as to how, and even if, existing independent public entities 
can participate in a County operated zone of benefit or service area, unless it is done 
under a JPA or by a series of contracts between the individual entities and the County. 
The advantage would be the utilization of County staff to provide the various services, 
or to contract out for such services on behalf of the entities participating. 

However, such pre-existing entities would have to deal with Proposition 218 
requirements (see Section 2.3) on an individual basis and would have to be willing to 
cede significant local autonomy and powers to the County and the Board of 
Supervisors. Therefore, each of these multiple zones of benefit and/or service areas 
would only be able to cover one existing entity unless two or more entities in one such 
zone or service area were providing identical services. It is possible to have multiple 
zones within one zone of benefit or service area with each having their own rates and 
fees based upon separate cost calculations. There could be a basic fee set for all such 
areas and then add on fees for additional costs required to provide the service in a 
particular area. 

The advantage to this approach is the ability to rely on sustainable County staff that will 
remain in place long term.  The challenge to this approach, however, is finding County 
staff to do the work.  The necessary staffing level is generally not available in the four 
counties within the TLB.  However, this option should be explored further for its ability to 
sustain services long term.  

4.2.7 Regional Association Focusing on Sharing of Information 

A regional association focusing on sharing information would entail the creation of a 
voluntary, independent association whose principal goal and objective would be to act 
as a clearinghouse of information, materials, and resources to those entities that choose 
to be part of the association. The existing entities would continue to exist and function 
independently. 

For a determined fee, entities could become part of the association and receive 
information, documents, training, etc. on what is working best among the members. This 
could be very similar to the existing support entities, such as the League of California 
Cities, the California State Association of Counties, the California Rural Water 
Association, etc., but on a regional basis with a focus on the various kinds of services 
provided by members. 

This entity could also serve as a centralized voice for attempting to obtain legislation 
and/or funding needed to assist the members in the delivery of services. Clearly, this 
type of entity could cross County lines. 

Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) groups could also provide the benefits 
of a regional associating.  Integrated Regional Water Management is a collaborative 
effort to manage all aspects of water resources in a region. IRWM crosses jurisdictional, 
watershed, and political boundaries. It involves multiple agencies, stakeholders, 
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individuals, and groups, and attempts to address the issues and differing perspectives 
of all the entities involved through mutually beneficial solutions. The Department of 
Water Resources (DWR) offers a number of grant funding opportunities for IRWMs. 

4.2.8 One or More Combinations of Solutions 

The options that have been presented in this section are not mutually exclusive. Various 
combinations may prove to be the most beneficial for different entities and 
circumstances. A regional association could serve as a clearinghouse of information on 
the other alternatives discussed, providing the pros and cons of each. 

Given the significant number and variety of entities in the area, with their divergent 
circumstances and needs, and the political, financial and practical differences among 
them, it is not likely that a single alternative is best for all situations, nor is it likely to be 
adopted by all interested parties.  On the other hand, it is evident that there is a very 
real need to assist existing entities in the delivery of domestic water and wastewater 
services to their constituents, and one or more of the solutions presented herein can 
help provide the necessary assistance. 
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5 IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS AND COSTS 

5.1 Implementation Process 

Regional cooperation between public water systems can provide the opportunity for 
systems to share resources to reduce capital and operating costs, and to mitigate 
concerns regarding meeting Safe Drinking Water Act requirements. Potential 
arrangements include improving education and technical assistance available, sharing 
skilled operators and other personnel, consolidating managerial and billing tasks, 
sharing centralized treatment systems, and sharing water resources. Regional 
cooperation can take many forms, ranging from simple cooperative agreements to 
assist neighboring utilities during times of need, to consolidating into a regional entity 
created for the purpose of operating a regional water utility. 

 As is common to most rural water systems, distressed rural economies preclude 
straight-forward capital-intensive solutions without outside sources of funding.  Creative 
solutions for sharing common functions (billings, operations, etc.) could free up 
resources for capital investment. 

There are several steps that can be taken to develop the regionalization solutions 
described in this report. The process of regionalizing resources will involve the following 
steps: 

1. Creating a role for a “convener” to lead the implementation of 
regionalization strategies; 

2. Conducting a follow-up study to re-screen identified areas, consolidate 
selected public water systems, define participant roles and responsibilities, 
and determine the preliminary engineering and financial feasibility of 
interconnecting system resources; 

3. Incorporating the findings of the feasibility study as part of the regional 
water plan recommendations; 

4. Establish an agreement between the participating systems; 

5. Applying for grants and/or loans to fund the regionalization projects; and 

6. Implementing regionalization of systems or system resources. 

It has been the experience of the Rural Community Assistance Corporation (RCAC) of 
New Mexico, where many regionalization efforts have been successful, that in most 
cases, regionalization happens by chance.  Most communities are busy dealing with 
their own issues that they do not realize that other neighboring communities are dealing 
with the same issues. Sometimes the potential for a regional effort is identified by a 
funding agency, regulatory agency, or a technical assistance provider. These entities 
have the ability to see information from more than one community at a time. In most 
cases, this outside person or agency will plant the seed within the community to begin 
the process. 
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Regional collaboration usually begins with one person. You, the person reading this 
guide, could be the visionary who will start the process. Every regional project takes a 
leader who will be willing to look beyond how things have “always been done” and move 
to do what is best for the local community or group of communities.  

The process of implementing one of the management and non-infrastructure solutions is 
initiated when two or more entities decide to coordinate in an effort to resolve their water 
system issues, perhaps through the work of this visionary or leader to introduce the 
concept.  The water systems must then identify their needs; these needs may include 
needing an adequate water supply, meeting regulatory compliance, being able to afford 
capital improvements, getting volunteers to serve on the board, etc.   

When should regionalization be considered? 

When: 

 Sustaining aging infrastructure is not feasible 

 Meeting drinking water requirements is a challenge 

 Drinking water sources are not meeting capacity 

The system will then recognize the benefit from sharing of resources to optimize system 
operation, reduce costs, and maintain compliance with the Safe Drinking Water Act. 
They can begin a conversation with neighboring systems or they can talk to assistance 
providers, state agencies, funding agencies, or other technical assistance providers, 
about helping in facilitating a process to discuss regional collaboration and partnerships. 

Once a group of water systems has been identified, the next step is to Call a meeting 
and discuss the collaboration, agree on common needs among the systems, and then 
decide on what would be the best collaboration model or the first place to start. At the 
first meeting, the following questions should be asked: 

1. What is motivating the partnering effort? 

2. What should the communities make a specific point of doing or not doing in the 
collaboration process? 

3. What are the obstacles to collaboration that have to be overcome? 

4. What is at risk by going forward with collaboration? 

5. What information is needed in order to work together? 

6. What do most people accept about the water situation in the area? 

7. When and how often are the participating communities going to meeting, and 
how are they going to communicate? 

Also, begin the collect and share characteristics among the communities involved. 
Some considerations may include: community size, DAC or SDAC status, relative 
location to other systems, etc. It could be that a region is made up of similar size 
communities all with similar issues, or it could be that one or more smaller systems 
consolidates or partners with a large community or City to take advantage of the 
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existing system already in place and economies of scale realized by that larger 
community. Each regional effort will be unique due to geographical constraints, water 
quality issues, water sources available, political issues, economic issues, and many 
other deciding factors. Flow charts showing the selection and implementation process 
are presented in Appendix D. 

Once the communities decide to move forward, then it shall be discussed what the best 
partnering options are for the specific collaboration being considered. It may begin with 
some internal changes, or that all communities involved may internally review its 
management and financial practices before implementing a partnership approach. 

Several levels of change are discussed below.  These are ordered from the least to 
most effort toward change in organizational structure and involvement with outside 
entities. 

5.1.1 Internal Changes 

There are internal changes that can be made to improve the viability of a system without 
implementing a partnership solution. Some of these changes include installing meters to 
improve efficiency, changing the billing system, or reviewing and modifying the rate 
structure as appropriate. 

Internal changes can be implemented by the owning/governing entity. If the internal 
changes dictate a change in rates, public entities must go through a Proposition 218 
process. The governance structure and decision-making would remain unchanged.  

The process to implement internal changes would depend on the changes to be made, 
and whether funding is available. There would likely be some staff costs and consultant 
fees associated with the changes, but would not be anticipated to be a major capital 
cost, except in the case of installing meters or similar physical improvements. If 
implemented correctly, these internal changes should reduce ongoing costs.  Examples 
include:xxxxxxxxx 

5.1.2 Informal Cooperation 

Informal cooperation is the start of developing a working relationship, which may or may 
not lead more formal cooperation or ownership transfer. Informal cooperation may 
include working together to buy bulk items, share backup operations, share equipment 
and other resources, and potentially seek funding together.  

Informal cooperation requires no contracting of services and so each entity can still 
operate independently.  Informal cooperation does not require an initial investment and 
can be initiated at any time. The key for the success of this alternative is the 
development of interpersonal relationships between the operators and/or other 
personnel who will be involved in the partnership. 
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5.1.3 Contractual Assistance 

5.1.3.1 Contract with Private Third Parties 

Contractual assistance may include contracting with a private company to operate a 
single or multiple systems. In this case, each entity still has to follow their respective 
Proposition 218 requirements. In most cases, each individual entity would develop a 
contract with the private operating contractor. In this case, the water purveyor and 
private contractor could, at any time, enter into a contract for services. There will be 
some legal service costs associated with drafting and executing the contract. 

In some situations, a group of local water systems may choose to jointly enter into a 
contract with the private entity to get a reduced rate from the private contractor. In this 
case, each entity would still be independent and follow their individual Proposition 218 
requirements. However, the contract would be drafted and agreed upon by all systems 
involved. This would require more time and legal service costs upfront than if each 
water purveyor entered into a separate contract with the private operator. 

5.1.3.2 Contract with Non-Profit Corporation 

Contractual assistance may, alternatively, include contracting with a non-profit 
corporation to operate a single or multiple systems. Each entity still has to follow their 
respective Proposition 218 requirements, and each individual entity would develop a 
contract with the non-profit corporation for operating or management services. In this 
case, the water purveyor and non-profit corporation could, at any time, enter into a 
contract for services. There will be some legal service costs associated with drafting 
and executing the contract. 

5.1.3.3 Contract to Share Services and/or Staff 

Contracting between water systems may include similar cooperation as the Informal 
Cooperation section, but on a contractual level. It may also involve contracting for 
operations and maintenance with shared operators running both (or all) systems. This 
type of contract could be initiated at any time, but would require an initial investment for 
legal services to negotiate and prepare the contract. 

5.1.4 Inter-Entity Contracts 

Inter-Entity contracts would likely be in the form of a Joint Powers Agreement for public 
agencies. However, contracts could be developed among private entities as well. The 
JPA may conduct full joint operations of the system as one entity, but more likely the 
JPA would have an agreement to consolidate one duty, perhaps either operations or 
billings. The other system duties would remain the responsibility of each entity.  

The JPA would not necessarily have to create a separate entity; it could just be a joint 
agreement among member entities. JPAs are generally restricted to public entities, 
although MWCs are allowed to join JPAs.  
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This option allows communities to share operations while retaining separate oversight 
by each individual community.  The JPA would have a Board of Directors, and each 
member entity would typically appoint a director and an alternate.  The JPA would have 
the same requirements for Brown Act, Public Records Act, conflicts of interest 1090, 
and political reform act. This creates additional restrictions and costs, but increases 
transparency. 

Typically, JPAs do not impose charges directly to the customers. Instead the 
arrangement is more often that the member entities charge fees of their respective 
customers and then pay into the JPA. This means that typically a Proposition 218 
process would need to be run by each of the separate entities that are imposing their 
own fees. If it is the case that the JPA is imposing the fees, it could be one Proposition 
218 process for the JPA, if there is one rate policy applied equally across the JPA 
jurisdiction.  

5.1.5 Ownership Transfer 

This option involves full consolidation of multiple water systems into one existing or 
newly created entity. The surviving entity may be a City if the smaller communities had 
consolidated with a City, or it may be a special district, such as a Public Utility District 
(PUD) or Community Services District (CSD). Alternatively, a special act district could 
be created, similar to the Kings River Conservation District, as an example. If a special 
act district is created, it must be done through the State Legislature. 

Any type of special district would be subject to the same requirements for the Brown 
Act, Public Records Act, Conflict of Interest 1090, Political Reform Act, and other 
general local election and government code requirements.  Board members can be 
elected and removed if constituents are unsatisfied with their performance. 

The Proposition 218 process would depend on how the rate structure is set. If there is a 
different charge for different zones, then separate Proposition 218 processes may be 
needed for each zone. However, with full consolidation where all customers have the 
same rate structure, only one Prop 218 process would be required for the whole entity. 

Consolidation is consistent with State and Federal goals of creating more economies of 
scale and greater TMF capacity. This provides the most efficient management structure 
by spreading costs among more customers.  

5.2 Public vs. Private Governance Structure 

The solutions described will generally apply for public water systems, although private 
water systems can also participate.  Public systems have greater access to state 
funding; however there are funding opportunities available for private systems, but often 
only as loans and not grants. It is also possible that private water systems can convert 
from private to public to allow a merger. Private water systems, such as a Mutual Water 
Company, have the ability to extend services to public or private water systems, either 
through a simple provision of service or by purchasing the entire system. In some 
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circumstances, public funding may be available for such consolidations if the funding is 
provided directly to the public water system. 

5.3 Policy Issues 

[policy issues and/or policy fit] 

 

5.4 Costs by Community Size and Setting 

Usually, the group that begins to collaborate together will set up a budget for 
expenditures that may include costs such as mailings, filing of documents, meeting 
space, etc. Later the group may also identify the cost of having a consultant complete a 
Merger Plan if entities are to consolidate. The Merger Plan includes a financial plan for 
the new entity, rate structure, budget, ordinances, staff, office, administration, operation 
and maintenance, etc. A sample Merger Plan from XXX is included in Appendix E.  
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6 DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 

Several large scale regionalization projects have been completed, including: 

 East Bay Municipal Utility District, Oakland, California 

 Lower Rio Grande Public Water Works Authority (and other regions), New 
Mexico (link to Lower Rio Grande Public Water Works Authority documentary 
video:  http://www.lrgauthority.org/aboutusquienessomos.html ) 

 Jackson County and Vinton County, Ohio 

 Logan/Todd Regional Water Commission, Kentucky 

 Iowa (Rich Haberman's example) also (Karl Longley's example elsewhere) 
 

In many cases, it seems that these regionalization projects have followed severe 
droughts, groundwater contamination, cost of treatment, or other severe events causing 
loss of water supply. This was the case for the Logan/Todd Regional Water 
Commission in Kentucky. According to the EPA webinar, Communicating to Gain and 
Maintain Buy-in, 2012, following a severe drought in the late 1980’s, “county water 
supply planning” was mandated by the state of Kentucky.  The result of the county 
water supply planning was significant. In 1999 Kentucky’s 120 counties had 479 public, 
community water providers, including systems that produced and distributed water, 
those that were distributors only, and 1 regional water commission. These systems 
provided access to drinking water for approximately 85% of the population in Kentucky 
at that time. By late January 2012, the number of water systems was down to 367 (a 
23% reduction in the number of systems), and now includes four regional commissions, 
including Beech Fork, Logan-Todd, Greater Fleming, and Cave Run. Collectively, all 
systems provide access to drinking water to approximately 95% of the population in 
Kentucky. 

The status of the wastewater side is much different. In 1999 Kentucky had 265 public 
community wastewater providers, including both systems that collected and treated as 
well as those that collected only and delivered to a neighboring system for treatment. 
These services provided access to public system wastewater services to approximately 
55% of Kentucky residents at the time. By the end of January 2012, Kentucky had 259 
public community wastewater providers. These systems provide access to public 
wastewater services to approximately 70% of Kentucky residents. They had found that 
‘big pipe’ solutions would not solve Kentucky’s wastewater problems, and should only 
be considered one of an array of possible solutions. Kentucky’s public wastewater 
systems are now beginning to take on a role of the ‘responsible management entity’ for 
environmentally sound onsite-wastewater programs. 

There are also various examples within the Tulare Lake Basin region for projects on a 
smaller scale. The demonstration projects within the study area are summarized in 
Table 6-1. Detailed descriptions of these demonstration projects are presented in 
Appendix F. 

http://www.lrgauthority.org/aboutusquienessomos.html
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Table 6-1. Summary of Demonstration Projects 

Name of 
Community 

County 
Type of 

Organization 
Water or Sewer 

Solution 
Population 

Number of 
Connections 

Source Water 
Issue

1
 

Implemented 
Solution 

Status of 
Implementation 

Funding Source 
Project Cost 

Contractual Assistance  

           

           

           

Inter-Agency Contracts 

Cutler-Orosi JPWA Tulare JPA Sewer 13,190  N/A 
Inter-Agency 

Contract 
JPWA formed in 

1983 
 

 

Alpaugh JPA Tulare JPA Water        

           

Ownership Transfer – No Physical Connection 

Alpaugh CSD (?)           

           

           

Ownership Transfer – Physical Interconnection 

Four Seasons 
MHP 

Kings Private Water  86 A 
Annex to the City 

of Hanford 

Design Complete, 
Construction 

Funding pending 

Prop 84 
 

Lacey Courts MHP Kings Private Water  20 A 
Annex to the City 

of Hanford 

Design Complete, 
Construction 

Funding pending 

Prop 84 
 

Hamblin Mutual 
Water Company 

Kings MWC Water  40 A 
Annex to the City 

of Hanford 

Design Complete, 
Construction 

Funding pending 

Prop 84 
 

El Rancho 
Subdivision 

Kings Private Water  142 A 
Annex to the City 

of Hanford 
Complete 

Drinking Water 
SRF 

$1.0 million 

Loan Oak 
Subdivision 

Tulare MWC Water  42 N 
Annex to the City 

of Tulare 
Complete 

CDBG 
 

Rodriguez Labor Tulare Private Water    Consolidate with Design Complete, Prop 84, CDBG  
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Name of 
Community 

County 
Type of 

Organization 
Water or Sewer 

Solution 
Population 

Number of 
Connections 

Source Water 
Issue

1
 

Implemented 
Solution 

Status of 
Implementation 

Funding Source 
Project Cost 

Camp Richgrove CSD Construction 
Funding pending 

Matheny Tract Tulare Private Water   A, N 
Consolidate with 

City of Tulare 

Design Complete, 
Construction 

Funding pending 

Prop 84, SRF 
$5.0 million 

           

           

           

County Operation of Multiple Zones of Benefit or County Service Areas 

Fresno County 
CSAs 

Fresno Public Water/Sewer Various Various Various Multiple existing County Service Areas 

Tulare County 
CSAs 

Tulare Public Water/Sewer Various Various Various  Multiple existing County Service Areas 

1. Source water issues are defined as the following: 

a. S = Single Source of Supply 

b. A = Arsenic MCL exceedance 

c. N = Nitrate MCL exceedance 

d. U = Uranium MCL exceedance 

e. O = Other MCL exceedance 
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7 POTENTIAL PROJECTS / REGIONS 

This section presents representative communities in the Tulare Lake Basin Region for 
which a management or non-infrastructure solution may be viable. This is solely based 
on system size and proximity. It is understood that the communities may collaborate 
based on identifying common needs and common solutions. These potential community 
pairings are presented as an illustration for the reader to better understand the solutions 
described. These potential projects may or may not be viable in reality, and the 
communities themselves must initiate the process and be ready to move forward with a 
partnership approach. By presenting these potential projects, we are not necessarily 
recommending that they be implemented. Further evaluation and community outreach 
will be required. 

The goal is to further evaluate and perform a pilot study of two (2) of these potential 
projects, based on input from the review groups. The level of partnership will not be 
dictated at the onset of these pilot studies, but rather will be established by the 
communities involved through community surveys, meetings, and other human 
interactions to determine the level of readiness. 

Some of the potential pilot projects that may be evaluated include: 

Seville, Yettem, Cutler, Orosi, East Orosi, Sultana, and Monson – A Shared 
Services Study for these communities is currently underway as a pilot project for 
the Upper Kings IRWMA DAC Study. The Upper Kings IRWMA pilot project for 
this Northern Tulare County subregion will evaluate the impacts of combining 
services for all or portions of the various districts’ operations. 

Lanare- Riverdale (consolidation of water treatment and supply) 

Communities in West Fresno County along the California Aqueduct.  
(Coordination of water treatment operations, billing and other ongoing services.) 

Communities surrounding the City of Porterville including East Porterville to the 
east, and Poplar, Cotton Center to the west, can develop a combined 
management structure, consolidate with the City of Porterville, or contract with a 
private water company familiar with dealing with public water systems.  

Firebaugh- Las Deltas  

Matheny Tract – Tulare (project in progress?) 

Arvin – Edmonson Acres (completed)  

Raisin City – Perry Colony  

West Goshen with Goshen-Calwater (underway through emergency funding) – 
example of how an emergency situation can spur consolidation 

Plainview – Central 
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Consolidation of joint power authority of separate districts into one district 

Alpaugh/Angiola/Allensworth (already in progress) 

Cutler-Orosi Wastewater  
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8 FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES AND REVENUE SOURCES 

State regulators and funders can begin encouraging these partnerships by providing 
educational material as well as funding opportunities. Some existing funding 
opportunities and proposed drinking water legislation are included in this section. 

8.1 Traditional CDPH Drinking Water Funding Programs 

CDPH currently administers and oversees several sources of funds to address drinking 
water quality issues. The sources of these funds are summarized below. 

8.1.1 Safe Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (SRF) 

CDPH uses the resource of the SRF for low interest loans or grants to enable water 
systems to fund necessary infrastructure improvements. CDPH manages SRF 
resources to fund projects to ensure that public water systems are able to provide an 
adequate, reliable supply of safe drinking water that conforms with federal and state 
drinking water standards. The funds are provided from the federal government, wit 20 
percent state matching. Interest and loan repayments are re-incorporated into the fund. 
The SRF currently provides ongoing allocations of approximately 100 to 150 million 
dollars per year. 

8.1.2 Proposition 50 Funding  

California voters passed Proposition 50 – Water Security, Clean Drinking Water, 
Coastal and Beach Protection Act, in 2002. CDPH is responsible for portions of this act 
that deal with water security, safe drinking water, and treatment technology. Proposition 
50 allocated approximately 500 million dollars to CDPH for use as direct grants and 
loans to community water systems for infrastructure development, construction, and 
maintenance. Proposition 50 also allocated funds to the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) and to the Department of Water Resources (DWR). CDPH’s portion of 
the Proposition 50 funds has been fully allocated, and CDPH is no longer accepting 
applications for this funding source. 

8.1.3 Proposition 84 Funding 

California voters passed Proposition 84 – Safe Drinking Water, Water Quality and 
Supply, Flood Control, River and Coastal Protection Act, in 2006. Proposition 84 
allocated approximately 250 million dollars to CDPH for grants and loans to 
communities for drinking water planning an infrastructure. This 250 million dollar 
allotment included 60 million dollars specifically earmarked for use as grants to reduce 
or prevent contamination of groundwater that serves as a source of drinking water. 
Proposition 84 also allocated funds to DWR for sue in Integrated Regional Watershed 
Management planning and development. The CDPH component of Proposition 84 is 
fully allocated and CDPH is no longer accepting applications for this funding source. 
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8.1.4 DWR IRWM Program 

In 2002, Senate Bill 1672 created the Integrated Regional Water Management Act to 
encourage local agencies to work cooperatively to manage local and imported water 
supplied to improve the quality, quantity, and reliability. 

DWR has a number of IRWM grant program funding opportunities. Current IRWM grant 
programs include: planning, implementation, and stormwater flood management. 
DWR’s IRWM Grant Programs are managed within DWR’s Division of IRWM by the 
Financial Assistance Branch with assistance from the Regional Planning Branch and 
regional offices. 

8.1.5 Community Development Block Grant Program 

The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program is a flexible program that 
provides communities with resources to address a wide range of unique community 
development needs. The CDBG program was initiated in 1974 and continues to provide 
funding. 

8.1.6 USDA Rural Development 

United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Rural Development provides program 
assistance funding through direct loans, guaranteed loans, and grants. USDA Rural 
Development provides direct loans and grants to develop water and waste disposal 
systems in rural areas and towns with a population not in excess of 10,000. These 
funds are available to public bodies, non-profit corporations, and Indian tribes. 
Additionally, USDA Rural Development provides loan guarantees for the construction or 
improvement of water and waste disposal projects serving the financially needy 
communities in rural areas. The water and waste disposal guarantee loans are to serve 
a population not in excess of 10,000 in rural areas. 

8.2 Newer and Emerging CDPH Funding Programs 

8.2.1 Emergency Funding for Interim Water Solutions 

 Funding is available for small public water systems (PWSs)1 to implement interim 

drinking water solutions in severely disadvantaged communities (SDACs).  
Communities with unsafe drinking water are eligible to apply for up to $50,000 in grant 
funding from CDPH if that community has at least a pending pre-application or 
application that is rated A through G on the priority pollutants list. Eligible interim 
solutions include distribution of bottled water, installation of water filtration systems 
(either as point of use devices or as water vending machines), repairs to existing water 
systems, connecting adjacent water systems, drilling replacement wells and other 

                                            
1 Public water systems with fewer than 1,000 service connections and population served less than 3,300. Must Violate one or more health-
based drinking water standards (primary MCL) 
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projects to provide safe water. Costs for planning and preparing project application are 
also fundable.   

Program Eligibility and Application Information:  

CDPH has determined SDACs with unsafe drinking water constitute a “public health 
emergency”, making them eligible for emergency funding.  A total of $4 million dollars is 
immediately available for this emergency funding program.  In order to qualify, 
communities must be severely disadvantaged, with a median household income of 60 
% or less of the statewide median household income and be served by a PWS with 
unsafe drinking water. Communities that meet this definition should apply directly to 
their respective CDPH District office. 

8.2.2 Funding for Pre-Planning and Forming Public Water Systems  

CDPH has proposed a new program to assist communities of private well owners to 
consolidate with state small water systems (state smalls) and other existing PWSs. This 
program would also fund efforts to consolidate multiple existing state smalls or PWSs, 
into a new water system or where an otherwise eligible entity is not yet formed.  

Program Eligibility and Application Information:  

Currently, communities of private well owners and state smalls2 (systems between 5-14 

connections) do not qualify for funding under the Safe Drinking Water State Revolving 
Loan Fund (SDWSRF), which grants millions of dollars a year to PWSs for water related 
projects. Under a new set-aside, communities of private wells or state smalls that want 
to create a new water system or be consolidated into existing PWSs are eligible to 
receive SDWRSRF funding. Funding is primarily for pre-planning, including formation of 
new legal entities (i.e. PWSs).  

8.2.3 The Small Water Systems Program Plan (SWSPP)  

In 2012, CDPH announced plans to concentrate funding and other resources on 177 
specific small public water systems (PWSs)1  in need of meeting drinking water 
standards. Most of the water systems are in disadvantaged communities. This program 
outlines specific actions that CDPH intends to take that will incrementally reduce the 
number of small systems not meeting the State’s water quality standards. CDPH staff 
have set a goal of bringing 63 of the 177 identified small systems into compliance by the 
end of 2014 and most of the remaining others within three years. 

Specific Actions Taken by CDPH Staff: 

CDPH and third-party providers will prioritize these small systems over other systems 
for receiving available technical and financial resources and work with stakeholders to 
identify opportunities for consolidation.  

                                            
2  State small system serves at least five, but not more than 14 service connections and does not regularly serve drinking water to more than an 
average of 25 individuals daily for more than 60 days out of the year. 
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CDPH will track progress towards resolving problems and provide stakeholders an 
annual report on the status of all water systems still listed. 

CDPH staff, working with counties, will prepare a one-page summary for each system 
on the list that identifies issues and barriers that keep water systems from executing 
permanent drinking water solutions.  

CDPH will create a small system specific webpage, with technical information and 
updates. 

Program Eligibility and Application Information:  

Eligible communities are those with small systems with fewer than 1,000 service 
connections and a population up to 3,300. Communities that meet these criteria and are 
currently out of compliance, with one or more drinking water quality violations, will be 
contacted by CDPH with further details on how to participate in this program. CDPH 
intends to work closely with third party provider to fully implement this program. 
Communities in the Central Valley, that believe they qualify for this program, but aren’t 
listed as one of the 177 identified communities should contact CDPH Drinking Water 
Program staff, the Community Water Center, or a respective regional third party 
provider (Rural Community Assistance Corporation (RCAC), California Rural Water 
Association (CRWA) and Self Help Enterprises). San Joaquin Valley Contact List: 
CDPH Drinking Water Program (916) 552-9127, Marques.Pitts@cdph.ca.gov; 
Community Water Center (559) 733-0219 or (916) 706-3346; Self Help Enterprises 
(559) 651-1000. 

8.3 Proposed Drinking Water Legislation 

8.3.1 Assembly Bill 1 (Alejo): Salinas Valley Clean Water Funding 

This bill would authorize the California Legislature to appropriate $2 million to the State 
Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) from fines and penalties 
generated.  These funds would then be appropriated to the Greater Monterey County 
Regional Water Management (GMCWM) to develop an integrated water quality and 
wastewater treatment program plan for disadvantaged communities in the Salinas 
Valley.  

8.3.2 Assembly Bill 21 (Alejo): Small Community Safe Drinking Water Grant Fund 

This bill would provide funds for disadvantaged communities without safe drinking water 
by authorizing the assessment of a charge in lieu of interest payments on loans and 
depositing the monies into a newly created grant fund. The new grant program would 
allow disadvantaged communities who are unable to repay interest-bearing loans to 
apply for grants to remedy their unsafe drinking water.  
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8.3.3 Assembly Bill 30 (Perea): Small Community Grant Funds  

The State Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund Small Community Grant Fund (SCG 
Fund) finances wastewater treatment projects in small disadvantaged communities. The 
SCG Fund is scheduled to sunset in 2014. This bill would extend the sunset date to 
2019.  

8.3.4 Assembly Bill 115 (Perea): Small Community Consolidation 

This bill would clarify applicant eligibility for state drinking water funding and encourage 
existing PWSs, and private well owners, primarily in disadvantaged communities with 
unsafe drinking water, to consolidate and form a new or revised PWS. 
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9 SUSTAINABILITY OF PROGRAM 

9.1 Sustainability 

This section discusses the steps that may be taken to insure the long-term sustainability 
of the implemented program. 

Include leadership development 

Discuss importance of community involvement and community buy-in 

Develop a table and more clear analysis to show benefit s of shared solutions in rates, 
reliability, safety, taste, etc. 

Long term planning is critical to the success and sustainability of a system. Once the 
system is operated and managed by an entity (newly created or existing), then the 
decision makers can focus on long term planning and completing different tools for the 
effective management of the water systems. These may include Asset Management 
Plans, Water Conservation and Drought Management, Capital Improvement Plans, etc. 

9.2 Community Involvement 

Local decision makers must involve the community in the process, and invite assistance 
providers if necessary to explain the collaborative effort. Public meetings should be held 
about the regional entity being proposed.  These meetings should be held at different 
communities within the region, since many will feel more comfortable in their 'home' 
setting.  Rather than holding meetings at a "central" location, holding meetings at the 
various small communities involved may encourage cooperation and get the 
communities engaged. 

In addition to communicating with board members, decision makers, and council 
members, it is important to reach out to the community and get them involved. Often the 
community members (customers) do not care about loss of control. They care about 
quality of service, including reliable supply and water quality, and reasonable rates. 
Often, community members are not aware of the water system needs that exist. The 
community members need to be educated on the deficiencies and needs of their water 
systems, and understand the water quality issues. By showing community members 
actual costs to operate and maintain a water system, they may begin to understand and 
appreciate the cost of the service to deliver water to the customer's tap. 

9.3 Operations and Maintenance Impacts 

[Discuss operations and maintenance impacts] 

Long term management of operations 

Replacement program including funding 
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Discussion of rates 
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10 OBSTACLES AND BARRIERS 

10.1 Potential Obstacles and Barriers 

Communities have identified and worked through obstacles to implementing a 
partnership solution. Some of the potential obstacles that have been identified and 
solved include: 

 Consolidation may result in a perceived loss of identity for a local community. 
However, it is recommended that community residents weigh the ability to 
sustain a clean, reliable, and affordable water supply against what may be only a 
perceived loss of independence or identity. There are other areas of the 
communities that have already been consolidated such as schools, senior 
citizens services, etc. 

 Systems that merge or acquire other systems may absorb those acquired 
systems’ debts. However, they have also acquired assets. The systems that 
have debts generally have newer or up-to-date infrastructure, and so there is a 
balance between liabilities and assets. 

 The initial costs associated with holding meetings and discussing partnership 
solutions, soliciting community involvement, and other associated tasks may be a 
barrier. However, seek assistance and the region may receive help to facilitate 
the process. 

 Local political barriers can be significant, but as mentioned above, it should be 
emphasized that cooperation and sharing of resources may allow the 
communities involved the ability to sustain a clean, reliable, and affordable water 
supply. 

 Management goals of multiple systems may conflict. This will take additional 
efforts to coordinate and develop a management structure for the consolidated 
entity. 

10.1.1 Putting Aside Historic Rivalries 

Many obstacles and barriers are rooted in historic rivalries or political barriers between 
partnering communities and these rivalries can completely stop a partnership from 
getting off the ground. These rivalries can be rooted in school traditions, or other social 
or political rivalries. The effect of these challenges cannot be minimized or forgotten 
when approaching a partnership. It is important to communicate and discuss these 
barriers when they are recognized, and encourage the communities involved to look 
past those differences for the common good of all involved.  The ability to sustain a 
clean, reliable, and affordable water supply will hopefully outweigh any barriers between 
the communities. It is the same rationalization for communities who fear the loss of 
perceived independence or identity.  That being said, if a community (or group of 
communities) is not ready to partner with a neighboring system, it should not be forced 
upon them. The communities identified as being candidates for a regional solution 
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should be educated as to the benefits of a regional approach, but the decision to move 
forward should still lay with each individual community. 

Due to the community identity and rivalry type issues that may be faced, transparency is 
key. The partnership development process should be documented and available to the 
public.  

10.1.2 Learning About Each Other – The “Dating” Stage 

The facilitator(s) of any partnership should be sensitive to the fact that each entity 
involved is bringing different assets and different challenges to the table. Due to these 
differences, one community or system may feel like a neighboring community benefits 
more, which can lead to the feeling that partnership is somehow unfair or skewed. This 
sense of unfairness can create a barrier to forming partnerships. However, respect and 
caring for each other’s issues invites cooperation. 

It is important to help people understand that it is impossible for everyone to be equal. 
Not everyone will benefit exactly the same way or in the exact same amount from a 
merger or consolidation project. However, it should be emphasized that each entity will 
benefit well enough to justify their participation.  However, it may be that there is a 
larger community involved that may be included to provide a solution for the other 
communities, and may not be in need of the partnership itself. However, the deal must 
be beneficial in some way to that community. Perhaps, in exchange for annexing one or 
more small, neighboring systems into their system, they may receive funding for a new 
well or improvements to their water or wastewater treatment facility.  

10.1.3 Building Trust and Commitment – The “Getting Engaged” Stage 

Another concern or barrier that these communities may feel is loss of control if their 
system is being merged into another entity. This is a real concern, but it could be that, 
although they may be losing control on some level with one part of their system, they 
may have the ability to stay informed and involved in their system. Developing this 
comfort level is a large reason why it can be beneficial to start small, with informal 
agreements. Then as trust is gained, the communities can (but do not have to) progress 
toward contractual agreements and potentially full consolidation.  There are situations 
when full consolidation is the first and only way to a solution, but some communities 
may prefer to hold out until they develop a certain level of comfort with the other 
community.   

10.1.4 Visionary Leaders and Communities 

The broader community should be invited to engage in decisions about a partnership. 
When an entity becomes part of a regional system, there is a possibility that the entity 
can actually gain control over larger or critical issues that have been put off within its 
own system. If an entity, for example, decides to contract operator services, it can free 
them up to really manage the system (not just operate the plant) and focus on issues 
that would not only benefit the community now but will benefit future generations.  
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One thing to note is that a system’s customers, the people who are drinking the water, 
generally do not have as much concern about loss of control as long as there is quality 
of service and reasonable rates. It is the system managers, decision makers, and 
elected officials that are most concerned about the loss of control. It is usually a “me” 
issue rather than a community benefit issue that the leadership works through once they 
understand the greater benefits and feel trust and confidence in the process. 

If the decision about a partnership is brought to the broad community, they may 
understand the benefits with less concern regarding the obstacles discussed herein. For 
that reason, it may be beneficial for the facilitator of a partnership to reach out and get 
closer to the community by holding meetings at churches, schools, or the local volunteer 
fire department. 

 

10.2 Overcoming Obstacles and Barriers – Facilitating the Process 

10.2.1 Focus on Common Needs versus Common Goals 

In order to get past some of the obstacles and barriers that may be preventing 
communities from working together to find a common solution, it is important that there 
is a facilitator to assist in the process, and that the facilitator of the partnership focus on 
the common need that they are trying to resolve. The goal is to find a way to work 
together to meet the common needs of the region.  It should be emphasized that the 
long term health and wellbeing of the residents within the region should be the primary 
goal, and should outweigh the other obstacles and barriers that may be inhibiting the 
communities from working together. 

The facilitator must encourage communities to focus on the future.  A regional 
partnership may be the solution needed to supply sufficient potable water to the 
communities involved, without interruption, for years to come. Focusing on the future 
and the health of the local residents and the property value may encourage 
communities to begin to look beyond the history discussed above and think about 10 
years from now, and think about the benefit they can provide for their children and 
grandchildren. A property without water has no value for future generations. The focus 
should be centered around the long term goal of providing a safe, healthful, and 
sufficient water supply, not the politics or rivalries that may exist. 

10.2.2 The Economies of Scale: Dividing the Cost by Many Helps Everyone 

Another solution to overcoming some of the obstacles mentioned is to make the project 
about the numbers as much as possible. Presenting the numbers can help to deal with 
things more concretely. For a specific region or group of communities proposed, the 
adjustments in rates and revenues can be presented based on actual demonstrable 
cost.  In most cases, it is anticipated that the regional or consolidated rate will be less 
than if each party tried to resolve their individual issue on their own through treatment or 
drilling new wells. It should be noted that this will not likely mean rates will be reduced, 
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but that rates will not require as much of an increase as would be required to bring each 
individual system into compliance. Focusing on the numbers helps to take the distrust 
out of the equation. 

10.2.2.1 Infrastructure Solutions 

The intent of a regional solution is to provide a win for all parties involved. If the solution 
is not projected to be beneficial, it will not be recommended as a solution. In 
regionalizing and working together, whether it includes informal cooperation with a 
neighboring system to full consolidation, communities are able to provide additional 
redundancy and resilience, and also provide economies of scale, which in most cases 
will bring individual costs down.  An idea that tends to hit home with people is the idea 
of resiliency through redundancy. A regional water system can build redundancy into 
the system, making the system resilient to failures within the system. Additionally, if a 
member no longer has to treat their water, or there is a regional treatment facility, that 
enables them to concentrate on the distribution system and make that more efficient. 

10.2.2.2 Funding is a Big Benefit 

A regional project may also have more immediate political benefits, in that funding 
agencies and state legislatures may applaud the move towards regionalization. A 
regional approach may give the project an advantage in finding funding because the 
funding agencies will recognize and appreciate partnerships. A regional project will 
provide a unified voice for funding that each individual entity probably does not currently 
enjoy on its own. 

10.2.2.3 Technical Assistance 

Regulatory agencies can also be partners in the process to help with messaging and 
providing technical information to the communities. As technical experts, CDPH could 
help educate the community about the state of the water system and the implications 
related to public health. CDPH could participate in public meeting, explaining what the 
regulations are, and explaining what non-compliance means for the system. CDPH can 
explain the effect of poor water quality on public health. It may be beneficial for both 
sides to have CDPH available to educate and help promote a water system partnership 
effort, rather than interacting with the system in an enforcement action. In 
communicating in this manner, it may help develop more of a relationship between the 
water systems and CDPH and make coordination and cooperation better in an ongoing 
basis. 
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11 THE IMPLEMENTATION PHASE 

The solutions presented in this report are expected to be viable options for communities 
that choose to move forward with a partnership approach. There are implementation 
steps that need to be done by any specific group of communities that may choose to 
regionalize. Complimentary to the solutions presented in this report, there needs to be 
an education campaign throughout the Tulare Lake Basin region to educate residents 
on the water issues that are faced by communities in the area, and begin to plant the 
seed regarding potential solutions.  

In the Implementation Phase, the communities get to work on the following: 

 Assess or review existing reports that assess the regional administrative and 
managerial structures available/viable for designated regions and decide what 
applies to the region that is doing the partnership. 

o Organizational status and structure 

o Regulatory compliance 

o Governance structure 

o Assets and Liabilities 

 Facilitate public outreach and document the process. 

o Public education is critical, particularly for the local government officials 
who are involved in key decisions in relation to the restructuring of existing 
water systems. Public outreach is also critical to the general public. The 
general public needs to acquire full understanding of the steps, potential 
associated costs, impacts and benefits. Open discussions on issues that 
will impact and change the lifestyle of community residents is a key 
element in the successful completion of a regional project. 

 Perform financial analysis/ shared services studies 

 Complete an Asset Management Plan 
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12 CONSIDERED PERSPECTIVES 

Discussion items and recommendations should be considered from the perspective of 
the customer, the perspective of the water or wastewater service provider, the 
perspective of various agencies, as well as the legislature perspective. This section 
discusses each of the considered perspectives. 

12.1 Customer Perspective 

Regionalization requires an individual perspective. Each participating leader or 

community member needs to consider various questions regarding regionalization. 

o Can consolidation proceed while allowing each entity involved to maintain 
a level of quality that is acceptable to the customers? 

o Will all entities involved have the same rate structure, or will it differ by 
community? 

o Will there be more staff needs or less staff needs? 
o In what shape are the finances of the new partners? 
o What about uncollected accounts and difficult customers? 

 Level of funding/affordability/willingness to pay 

 DAC (household income levels versus water service costs) 

12.2 Provider Perspective 

 Provider Perspective – annual revenue versus expenses 

 Leadership issues 

 Decision makers 

12.3 Agency Perspective 

 Agency Perspective – does the solution meet water quality/demand objectives 

12.3.1 County Level 

 Facilitate aide arrangements/ agreements 

 Land use control/zoning/building permit (new development to pay own way – 
water/sewer infrastructure) 

 

12.3.2 State Health/DWR/Regional Board 
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 Help with funding 

 Sharing knowledge 

 Guidelines/directives to fix violations 

 Sustainability – require a legacy plan (successor plan) when new systems are 
established 

12.3.3 Federal EPA/Funding Agencies/CDBG 

 Help with funding 

 Sharing knowledge 

 Guidelines/directives to fix violations 

12.4 Legislative Perspective 

 Legislative Perspective – What/where are new policies needed to allow for 
funding opportunities 

Provide new legislation and funding opportunities to encourage and promote the 
development and use of regional cooperation and consolidation of services. This may 
begin with regulation of any new system within a municipality or within ½ mile radius of 
an existing entity providing water or sewer service to attempt to obtain service from that 
provider. For existing public water systems that are struggling to meet compliance or 
have a history of non-compliance, promote or enforce action towards regionalization for 
any system that violates a final order. 

Database development issues 

Additional funding issues 

Other issues 

 

12.5 Other Considerations 

 Churches 

 Schools 

 Non-profits 

 For profit companies 

 Foundations 

 Farm Interests 

  
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Pollutant Combinations

Coliform Arsenic Nitrate THM (SW) Uranium Fluoride DBCP Perchlorate PCB

Only Only Only Only Only Only Only Only Only

Fresno County 5 3 1 13 0 0 0 0 0

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections 1 4

15 to 50 connections 3 6

51 to 200 connections 1 1 3

201 to 500 connections 1

501 to 2000 connections 1

More than 2000 connections 1

Kern County 6 3 1 1 0 0 1 0 0

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections 1

15 to 50 connections 4 1 1

51 to 200 connections 1

201 to 500 connections 1

501 to 2000 connections 1

More than 2000 connections 1 1

Kings County 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections

15 to 50 connections 1

51 to 200 connections 1

201 to 500 connections 3

501 to 2000 connections 1

More than 2000 connections

Tulare County 21 2 7 1 1 0 0 2 0

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections 2

15 to 50 connections 10 1 2

51 to 200 connections 8 2

201 to 500 connections 1 1 1 1

501 to 2000 connections 2 1 2

More than 2000 connections

Total 33 13 9 15 1 0 1 2 0

Table A-1. Water Quality Exceedances
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Pollutant Combinations

Coliform 

and 

Arsenic

Coliform 

and 

Nitrate

Arsenic 

and 

Uranium

Coliform and 

Uranium

Nitrate and 

Perchlorate

Nitrate and 

Uranium

Coliform 

and THM

Arsenic and 

Nitrate Nitrate and DBCP Coliform and PCB

Fresno County 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections

15 to 50 connections 1 1 1

51 to 200 connections

201 to 500 connections

501 to 2000 connections 1

More than 2000 connections

Kern County 2 1 9 1 0 1 0 0 1 0

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections

15 to 50 connections 1 2 1

51 to 200 connections 2 1 1

201 to 500 connections 1 1

501 to 2000 connections 3

More than 2000 connections 1 1

Kings County 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections

15 to 50 connections

51 to 200 connections

201 to 500 connections

501 to 2000 connections 1

More than 2000 connections

Tulare County 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections 1

15 to 50 connections 3

51 to 200 connections 5

201 to 500 connections 1

501 to 2000 connections 1 1

More than 2000 connections

Total 5 10 9 2 0 1 1 0 2 2
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Pollutant Combinations

Uranium 

and 

Fluoride

THM & 

Nitrate & 

Perchlorat

e

Arsenic & 

Fluoride & 

Uranium

Coliform & 

Arsenic & 

Uranium

Coliform & 

Nitrate & 

Arsenic

Coliform & 

Nitrate & 

Uranium

Coliform & 

Nitrate & 

DBCP

Coliform & 

Arsenic & 

Perchlorate

Coliform & Nitrate 

& Perchlorate

Arsenic & Nitrate & 

Uranium & Fluoride

Fresno County 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections

15 to 50 connections

51 to 200 connections

201 to 500 connections 1

501 to 2000 connections

More than 2000 connections

Kern County 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 2

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections

15 to 50 connections 1

51 to 200 connections

201 to 500 connections 1 1 1

501 to 2000 connections 1

More than 2000 connections 1 1

Kings County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections

15 to 50 connections

51 to 200 connections

201 to 500 connections

501 to 2000 connections

More than 2000 connections

Tulare County 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections

15 to 50 connections 1 1

51 to 200 connections

201 to 500 connections

501 to 2000 connections 1

More than 2000 connections

Total 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
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Pollutant Combinations

Coliform Arsenic Nitrate THM (SW) Uranium Fluoride DBCP Perchlorate PCB

Only Only Only Only Only Only Only Only Only

Zero connections 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Less than 15 connections 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 0

15 to 50 connections 17 2 1 7 0 0 0 2 0

51 to 200 connections 11 1 2 3 0 0 0 0 0

201 to 500 connections 3 4 0 1 1 0 0 0 0

501 to 2000 connections 2 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

More than 2000 connections 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

Total 33 13 9 15 1 0 1 2 0

Coliform 

and 

Arsenic

Coliform 

and 

Nitrate

Arsenic 

and 

Uranium

Coliform and 

Uranium

Nitrate and 

Perchlorate

Nitrate and 

Uranium

Coliform 

and THM

Arsenic and 

Nitrate Nitrate and DBCP Coliform and PCB

Zero connections 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Less than 15 connections 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

15 to 50 connections 1 4 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 1

51 to 200 connections 0 5 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

201 to 500 connections 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

501 to 2000 connections 2 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

More than 2000 connections 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 5 10 9 2 0 1 1 0 2 2

Uranium 

and 

Fluoride

THM & 

Nitrate & 

Perchlorat

e

Arsenic & 

Fluoride & 

Uranium

Coliform & 

Arsenic & 

Uranium

Coliform & 

Nitrate & 

Arsenic

Coliform & 

Nitrate & 

Uranium

Coliform & 

Nitrate & 

DBCP

Coliform & 

Arsenic & 

Perchlorate

Coliform & Nitrate 

& Perchlorate

Arsenic & Nitrate & 

Uranium & Fluoride

Zero connections 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Less than 15 connections 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

15 to 50 connections 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

51 to 200 connections 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

201 to 500 connections 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

501 to 2000 connections 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

More than 2000 connections 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0

Total 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
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Quantity 1 Quality 1 Quality 2 Other # Connections

Approximate 

Population Project Funding Source

Approximate 

Cost

Approximate 

Capitol Cost 

(Total Project)

Four Seasons Mobile Home Park Single Well Arsenic exceeds Federal Limit None None 86 129 Prop 84 252,000$             

Lacey Courts Mobile Home Park Single Well Arsenic exceeds Federal Limit None None 21 50 Prop 84 59,000$               

Hamblin Mutual Water Company Single Well Arsenic exceeds Federal Limit None None 40 240 Prop 84 357,000$             

Lone Oak Subdivision Single Well Nitrate exceeds Federal Limit Uranium exceeds Federal Limit Unmetered 42 70 Consolidation with City of Tulare CDBG 65,051$               

El Rancho Subdivision 2 Inadequate Wells Arsenic Uranium None 142 568 Consolidation with City of Hanford DW SRF 1,050,000$          

Matheny Tract (Pratt Mutual Water Co) None Nitrate Arsenic None 323 1200 Consolidation with City of Tulare Prop 84, SRF 5,485,528$          

Kit Carson School (w City of Hanford) None Arsenic None Deep Water Levels 1 429 Consolidation with City of Hanford Prop 84 3,101,818$          

Pioneer School 400gpm Arsenic exceeds Federal Limit None None 1 1577 Prop 84 1,600,000$          

Caruthers Community Services District None Arsenic None None 674 2103 New well and arsenic treatment project Prop 84 5,097,850$          

Armona CSD None Arsenic None None 1255 3239 New well and arsenic treatment project Prop 84 6,000,000$          

Riverdale PUD None Arsenic Color 950 2900 New well and arsenic treatment project Prop 84 7,000,000$          

Richgrove CSD None Nitrate 520 2882 New well, storage tank, and pipeline Prop 84 4,524,103$          

Hardwick Single Well Uranium 20 connections? 39 138 1,491,827$          

Pixley Public Utility District Insufficient for peak demandArsenic None None ? 3310 New wells project Prop 84 5,000,000$          

Tranquillity ID None Arsenic exceeds Federal Limit None None 341 1064 New well project Prop 84 5,005,100$          

Zonneveld Dairy Housing None Nitrate exceeds Federal Limit Arsenic exceeds Federal Limit None 34 141 Prop 84 40,800$               

Tract 92 None Coliform None Chlorination Failing 93 261 Prop 84 3,941,000$          

CSA 49 None None None SWTF doesn't meet regulatory requirements43 333 2,564,431$          

Rodriguez Labor Camp w Richgrove CSD Single Well Nitrate None None 35 140 Consolidation w Richgrove CSD Prop 84, CDBG 4,150,974$          

Fairways Tract WC Single Well Nitrate 63 275 Consolidation w City of Porterville Prop 84 916,105$             

Edmundson Acres MWC ? ? 76 550 Consolidation w Arvin CSD Prop 84

Arvin CSD None Nitrate Arsenic 3536 14713 New wells and arsenic treatment project Prop 84 4,084,484$          

Tooleville MWC None Nitrate 77 350 Consolidation w City of Exeter Prop 84 3,021,535$          

Cutler PUD None Nitrate 1197 6300 New well and blending project Prop 84

Hungry Gulch Water System ? ? 20 30 Consolidation w Boulder Canyon Prop 84 925,000$             

Akin Water Company None Nitrate 22 50 Consolidation w City of Porterville Prop 84 315,500$             

Son Shine Water System None Nitrate Arsenic 106 250 Consolidation w Arvin CSD Prop 84

Beverly Grand MWC Single Well Nitrate 28 108 Consolidation w City of Porterville Prop 84 801,000$             

4,852,000$           
Consolidation with City of Hanford 

(City of Hanford Regional 

Consolidation Project)

Table A-2. Recently Funded Projects
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APPENDIX C 

COMMUNITY DESCRIPTIONS 



 

COMMUNITY DESCRIPTIONS SUMMARY 

This document provides summary descriptions of various communities within the 
community size categories used in the Management and Non-Infrastructure Solutions 
Pilot Report. The community size categories are: communities with 50 or fewer 
connections; communities with between 51 and 200 connections, communities with 
between 501 and 2,000 connections, and communities with greater than 2,000 
connections. The communities described herein were selected as representative 
communities of the various size ranges within the Tulare Lake Basin. This section is not, 
by any means, meant to be fully inclusive of all communities within the region. 

This summary section will be followed by complete profiles of each of the communities 
summarized herein. 

1 Communities with 50 or Fewer Connections 

1.1 Hardwick Mutual Water Company 

Location: Kings County 
Number of Connections: 20 
Median Household Income: $23,000 – 37.8% of Statewide MHI (2010 

Survey conducted by Self-Help Enterprises) 
Monthly Water Rate: $40 per month 
Monthly Sewer Rate: N/A (individual septic systems) 
Population Served: 138 - Primarily low-income, farm-workers, and/or on a 

fixed income 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 

Uranium and Gross Alpha – MCL violations 
One operating well 

Challenges: By-products from the Uranium treatment process may be 
considered both hazardous and radioactive wastes and as such 
regulated by the Hazardous Waste and Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission 

Solution(s): 
Hardwick received a CDPH Proposition 84 Planning Grant Funding 

Agreement  on December 28, 2012. The grant will fund the drilling 
of a water test well and the design of a new production well for the 
community. If the test well is unsuccessful in identifying an 
adequate supply of potable water, a uranium treatment process 
would be designed.   

Additional funding will be needed (possibly from USDA) to cover costs 
related to replacing the water system’s antiquated distribution 
system and connecting homes in the community to the water 
system that are currently served by contaminated private domestic 
wells. 

 



 

2 Communities with 51 to 200 Connections 

2.1 Allensworth Community Services District 

Location: Tulare County 
Number of Connections: 100 (metered water only, no sewer) 
Median Household Income: $24,375 (+/- $7,504) – 39.5% of Statewide 

MHI (2007-2011 American Community Survey for Allensworth Census 
Designated Place) 

Monthly Water Rate: $42 per month base rate, with a metered rate that 
begins at $0.72 per CCF, scaling up to $2.00 per CCF after 15,000 
CCF of usage 

Monthly Sewer Rate: N/A 
Population Served: 471 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 

Arsenic – MCL violations (slightly over) from both system wells 
Periodic bacteriological contamination, likely originating in the storage 

facility 
Limited capacity 

Challenges:  
Capacity is limited by insufficient storage 
Board-imposed moratorium has severely restricted growth, eliminating 

opportunities for increased revenues through expansion 
The system experiences occasional service disruption due to issues 

such as electrical control failures, storage limitations and booster 
pump failure 

Small, impoverished rate payer base; severely limited revenues and no 
reserve funds 

Rate structure that includes a high water use allowance 
Lack of highly qualified system operator; manager holds a D1 license 

but has limited experience and capability; manager is also 
responsible for all office work 

Solution(s): 
Restructure rate schedule to encourage water conservation and 

generate additional revenue from high water users 
Regional project; currently investigating the feasibility of a regional 

solution for Allensworth and Alpaugh, building on a potential 
partnership with Angiola Water District 

Capital improvements including replacement water sources, 
replacement of storage tank and improved booster pump controls 



 

2.2 East Orosi Community Services District 

Location: Tulare County 
Number of Connections: 105 (water-metered and sewer) 
Median Household Income: $29,063 – 50.7% of Statewide MHI (2006-10 

American Community Survey for East Orosi Census Designated Place)  
Monthly Water Rate: $17 per month 
Monthly Sewer Rate: $50 per month 
Population Served: 495 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 

Nitrate – MCL violations (at times) from both system wells 
Bacteriological contamination 

Challenges: The largest unresolved water problem for EOCSD is how to 
deal with intermittent high nitrate levels in the water produced from the 
community’s two water supply wells. Well rehabilitation work funded by 
DWR under the IRWMP program will determine if modifications to the 
system’s East Well will solve the problem. Project Feasibility Study 
funds from CDPH will subsequently be used to conduct a similar 
modification to the West Well if work on the East Well is successful. 
CDPH is willing to fund an investigation of supplying water to East 
Orosi through an intertie with Orosi if additional capacity can be 
provided. 

Solution(s): 
East Orosi CSD was awarded an IRWMP grant to rehabilitate the East 

Well. The project is currently under way. The District executed a 
CDPH Proposition 84 Planning Grant Funding Agreement on 
November 19, 2012 to evaluate the Orosi intertie option and 
potentially rehabilitate the West Well. 

Other: 
Wastewater is transported to the Cutler-Orosi Joint Wastewater 

Powers Authority Treatment Plant roughly four miles away. 
However, the sewer collections system consists of small diameter 
sewer lines and utilizes septic tanks to remove solids. Only the 
septic tank effluent that would have otherwise gone to a leach line 
is conveyed off the property to the District’s gravity sewer collection 
system, then on to a lift station that pumps the effluent through a 
force main to the Cutler-Orosi Treatment facility. The District has 
easements on each property to enter and pump septic tanks to 
remove solids when necessary. Since there are no solids in the 
collection system, it was constructed of smaller sized pipes and 
cleanouts exist where otherwise manholes would exist. 

The District has a contract with the Cutler-Orosi Wastewater Joint 
Powers Authority (JPA) for that agency to treat and dispose of East 
Orosi’s wastewater. East Orosi is not a member of that Board, and 
therefore pays the required fees with no vote on the overall budget 
of the JPA (which sets the fees). The District is also limited in its 



 

ability to get new connections, as the members of the JPA have 
priority and set the rules on how much new capacity other districts 
qualify for, and the respective costs. 

2.3 Plainview Mutual Water Company 

Location: Tulare County 
Number of Connections: XXX (water only, no sewer) 
Median Household Income: $15,500 – 25.5% of Statewide MHI (2010 

Survey conducted by Self-Help Enterprises) 
Monthly Water Rate: $35 per month  
Monthly Sewer Rate: N/A 
Population Served: Primarily low-income, farm-working community and 

some elderly on fixed incomes. Mostly Hispanic (92%). 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 

Despite the fact that the MWC almost totally reconstructed the water 
system in 2008, the system’s backup well, drilled in the late 1940s, 
has recently tested over the MCL for nitrate. In addition, in 2012, 
the MWC purchased the adjacent “Central Water System” (a small 
private water system) which has a single well source. The well is 
producing water over the nitrate MCL and the distribution system is 
deteriorated. 

Challenges: Securing an affordable funding source to resolve problems 
listed above 

Solution(s): 
Construct a second reliable source of potable water (potentially a new 

water well) that can serve Plainview, both in the traditional 
boundaries of the MWC east of Road 196 and in the old “Central 
Water System” area west of Road 196. Interconnect the two 
systems into one consolidated system and replace the deteriorated 
distribution system and install meters west of Road 196. 

2.4 Delft Colony Water System and WWTF (Tulare County RMA) 

Location: Tulare County 
Number of Connections: 102 
Median Household Income: $27,857 – 58.7% of Statewide MHI (2000 

Census for Tulare County Census Tract 3.01, Block Group 5) 
Monthly Water Rate: $45.75 per month 
Monthly Sewer Rate: $49 per month 
Population Served: 454 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 
Challenges:  
Solution(s):  
Other: The County of Tulare contracts with Water Dynamics, Inc. to 

oversee the operations and maintenance of the Delft Colony water 
distribution system and WWTF. 



 

2.5 El Rancho Sewer System (Tulare County RMA) 

Location: Tulare County 
Number of Connections: Approx. 26 (sewer only) 
Median Household Income: $19,702 – 41.5% of Statewide MHI (2000 

Census for Tulare County Census Tract 25, Block Group 4) 
Monthly Water Rate: N/A 
Monthly Sewer Rate: $67 per month 
Population Served: Approx. 124 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 
Challenges:  
Solution(s):  
Other: El Rancho Sewer System delivers sewage from El Rancho 

subdivision to the City of Lindsay. The County of Tulare contracts with 
the City of Lindsay to oversee the operation and maintenance of the El 
Rancho system through Tulare County Board of Supervisor’s 
Agreement Number 14602.  

2.6 Seville Sewer System (Tulare County RMA) 

Location: Tulare County 
Number of Connections: 159 residential connections (sewer only) 
Median Household Income: $ 
Monthly Water Rate: N/A 
Monthly Sewer Rate: Seville - $59.75 
Population Served: Approx. 650 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 
Challenges:  
Solution(s):  
Other: Seville sewer lift station pumps sewerage to the Yettem sewer lift 

station, which delivers wastewater to the Cutler-Orosi Wastewater 
Treatment Facility. Each lift station facility (Seville and Yettem) pays a 
monthly fee to the Cutler-Orosi Joint Powers Wastewater Authority to 
use its treatment plant. The fees are based on the number of 
connections for each facility. Currently the monthly fees are $1,091.42 
for Yettem and 1,575.05 for Seville. 

2.7 Yettem Sewer System (Tulare County RMA) 

Location: Tulare County 
Number of Connections: 159 residential connections (sewer only) 
Median Household Income: $34,935 +/- $8,635 – 56.7% of Statewide MHI 

(2007-11 American Community Survey for Tulare County Census Tract 
6, Block Group 4) [Data for Yettem Census Designated Place has too 
small a sample to be reliable] 

Monthly Water Rate: N/A 
Monthly Sewer Rate: Yettem - $92.50 



 

Population Served: Approx. 650 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 
Challenges:  
Solution(s):  
Other: Seville sewer lift station pumps sewerage to the Yettem sewer lift 

station, which delivers wastewater to the Cutler-Orosi Wastewater 
Treatment Facility. Each lift station facility (Seville and Yettem) pays a 
monthly fee to the Cutler-Orosi Joint Powers Wastewater Authority to 
use its treatment plant. The fees are based on the number of 
connections for each facility. Currently the monthly fees are $1,091.42 
for Yettem and 1,575.05 for Seville. 

2.8 Tonyville Sewer System to City of Lindsay (Tulare County RMA) 

Location: Tulare County 
Number of Connections: 66 residential connections 
Median Household Income: $30,278 – 63.8% of Statewide MHI (2000 

Census for Tulare County Census Tract 25, Block Group 3) [A 
community survey would likely determine a lower MHI for the 
community] 

Monthly Water Rate: N/A 
Monthly Sewer Rate: $54.50 
Population Served: Approx. 316 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 
Challenges:  
Solution(s):  
Other: The Tonyville Sewer System delivers wastewater to the City of 

Lindsay’s WWTF.  The County of Tulare contracts with the City of 
Lindsay to oversee the operations and maintenance of the Tonyville lift 
station through the Tulare County Board of Supervisor’s Agreement 
Number 17195. 

2.9 Tooleville Wastewater Treatment Facility (Tulare County RMA) 

Location: Tulare County 
Number of Connections: 70 residential connections 
Median Household Income: $25,882 (+/- $11,659) – 42.0% of Statewide 

MHI (2007-11 American Community Survey for Tooleville Census 
Designated Place) 

Monthly Water Rate: N/A 
Monthly Sewer Rate: $59.25 
Population Served: 339 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 
Challenges: Despite high user charges, the system has operated at a 

deficit for many years. Attempts by Tulare County RMA to increase the 
service charge have been repeatedly blocked by residents under 
Proposition 218. 



 

Solution(s):  
Other: The County of Tulare contracts with Water Dynamics, Inc. to 

oversee the operations and maintenance of the Tooleville WWTF. 

2.10 Traver Wastewater Treatment Facility (Tulare County RMA) 

Location: Tulare County 
Number of Connections: 178 residential, 4 churches, 2 commercial, 2 

small schools 
Median Household Income: $39,375 (+/- $9,739) – 63.9% of Statewide 

MHI (2007-11 American Community Survey for Traver Census 
Designated Place) 

Monthly Water Rate: N/A 
Monthly Sewer Rate: $35.75 
Population Served: 713 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 
Challenges:  
Solution(s):  
Other: The County of Tulare contracts with Water Dynamics, Inc. to 

oversee the operations and maintenance of the Traver WWTF. A 
computerized maintenance program schedules preventative 
maintenance work orders, organizes area maintenance activities, and 
records historical data about the system. 

2.11 Wells Tract Water Distribution System (Tulare County RMA, City 
of Woodlake is the Purveyor) 

Location: Tulare County 
Number of Connections:  
Median Household Income: $37,250 – 78.4% of Statewide MHI (Year 

2000 Census for Tulare County Census Tract 7.02, Block Group 2) [A 
community survey would likely determine a lower MHI for the 
community] 

Monthly Water Rate: $29.50 per month 
Monthly Sewer Rate: N/A 
Population Served: Approx. 275 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 
Challenges:  
Solution(s):  
Other: The City of Woodlake is the purveyor of water and Tulare County 

RMA is the Collection System Owner. 



 

2.12 Wells Tract Sewer System to City of Woodlake (Tulare County 
RMA) 

Location: Tulare County 
Number of Connections: 59 residential connections 
Median Household Income: $37,250 – 78.4% of Statewide MHI (2000 

Census for Tulare County Census Tract 7.01, Block Group 2) [A 
community survey would likely determine a lower MHI for the 
community] 

Monthly Water Rate: N/A 
Monthly Sewer Rate: $62.50 
Population Served: Approx. 275 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 
Challenges:  
Solution(s):  
Other: The County of Tulare contracts with Water Dynamics, Inc. to 

oversee the operations and maintenance of the Wells Tract Sewer Lift 
Station. A computerized maintenance program schedules preventative 
maintenance work orders, organizes area maintenance activities, and 
records historical data about the system. 

2.13 Yettem Water System (Tulare County RMA) 

Location: Tulare County 
Number of Connections:  
Median Household Income: $34,935 +/- $8,635 – 56.7% of Statewide MHI 

(2007-11 American Community Survey for Tulare County Census Tract 
6, Block Group 4) [Data for Yettem Census Designated Place has too 
small a sample to be reliable] 

Monthly Water Rate: $56 per month 
Monthly Sewer Rate: N/A 
Population Served: 211 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 
Challenges:  
Solution(s): 
Other: 

3 Communities with 201 to 500 Connections 

3.1 Alpaugh Community Services District 

Location: Tulare County 
Number of Connections: 350 
Median Household Income: $22,875 (+/- $4,288) – 37.1% of Statewide 

MHI (2007-11 American Community Survey for Alpaugh Census 
Designated Place) 



 

Monthly Water Rate: Base rate of $45 per month for water users who use 
10,000 gallons or less per month; users who use between 10,001 
gallons and 25,000 gallons will be charged $55 per month; all usage 
above 25,000 gallons per month will be charged $3.00 per 1,000 
gallons. Customers in the Alpaugh Irrigation District (AID) area pay an 
additional $10 per month toward USDA financing that paid for the Well 
1 project. Tulare County Water Works District customers (within the 
townsite) are assessed this loan repayment fee on their property taxes 
via Measure R, approved in 2000.  

Monthly Sewer Rate: N/A 
Population Served: Approx. 900 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 

Arsenic – MCL violations 
Challenges:  AID Well 10 and AJPA Well 1 were drilled in 2003 and 2006, 

respectively, to address Alpaugh’s long-time arsenic contamination. 
Unfortunately the regulatory standard changed in the midst of the 
creation of the AJPA and the construction of the new wells; hence the 
new wells went out of compliance shortly after being constructed. 
Therefore, the newly formed Alpaugh Community Services District is 
still seeking a way to provide compliant drinking water to their 
customers. 

Solution(s): 
The water system’s arsenic treatment pilot study (currently underway, 

scheduled to complete Phase 2 in early 2014) may reveal helpful 
strategies for other communities, but as local water chemistry is so 
specific, results will not translate clearly for other areas. The 
previous formation of the AJPA is a strategy that could be 
employed in other areas, but with some lessons learned, such as 
the inclusion of a tie-breaking vote (e.g. a seventh “at large” 
member). Lessons can be learned from the voter approved 
(November 2012) formation of the Alpaugh Community Services 
District, and the subsequent dissolution of the AJPA and century 
old Tulare County Water Works District #1. 

One solution that is due to be explored via a Tulare County Strategic 
Growth Council grant is a potential interconnection between 
Angiola Water District, Alpaugh, and Allensworth. The Angiola WD 
is owner of two wells that are virtually arsenic-free, a rare 
commodity in the Corcoran-Alpaugh-Allensworth area. This would 
be an unusual partnership involving an irrigation district, and may 
involve some kind of exchange or a blending solution. Angiola WD 
is not seeking to sell water to Alpaugh (they would prefer to sell the 
existing well sites and be made whole with replacement sources), 
but wholesale supply might be an option. 



 

3.2 Pratt Mutual Water Company (Matheny Tract) 

Location: Tulare County 
Number of Connections: 276 
Median Household Income: $29,605 (+/- $8,216) – 48.0% of Statewide 

MHI (2007-11 American Community Survey for Matheny Census 
Designated Place) 

Monthly Water Rate: $40 per month unmetered. There is a seasonal 
adjustment of $5 per month additional fee during the summer months. 

Monthly Sewer Rate: N/A 
Population Served: Approx. 1,200 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 

Single active well (Well 3) 
Arsenic – MCL violations 
Nitrates – MCL violations 
Well 2 was condemned due to nitrate contamination (2002) 
Well 1 was put on standby status in 2009 due to nitrate contamination 
Well 1 and Well 3 both have arsenic contamination in excess of the 

MCL 
Challenges: The mutual has had sporadic problems with getting enough 

stakeholder participation (in this case property owners) to carry out 
director elections.  

Solution(s): 
Matheny Tract has had success in working with the City of Tulare for 

consolidation. A water system consolidation (no annexation, but the 
City will own and operate the water system) is planned for a 2013 
construction start. Planning activities and construction funding is 
provided by CDPH through the Proposition 84 and Drinking Water 
State Revolving Fund programs.  

Through the assistance of Tulare County, Matheny Tract residents will 
be considering the possibilities of constructing a sewer collection 
system that would also connect to the City of Tulare. The City’s 
wastewater treatment plant is located near the community, and 
there is a new industrial waste trunkline in Pratt Street, adjacent to 
the community. Planning money is on its way for a sewer system 
project. This will be funded in part by the Strategic Growth Council 
and in part by the Clean Water State Revolving Fund (all grant). 

4 Communities with 501 to 2,000 Connections 

4.1 Caruthers CSD 

Location: Fresno County 
Number of Connections: 672 
Median Household Income: $29,750 
Monthly Water Rate:  



 

Monthly Sewer Rate:  
Population Served: 2,103 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 
Challenges:  
Solution(s): 
Other: 

4.2 Riverdale PUD 

Location: Fresno County 
Number of Connections: 930 
Median Household Income: $29,886 
Monthly Water Rate:  
Monthly Sewer Rate:  
Population Served: 3,000 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 
Challenges:  
Solution(s): 
Other: 

4.3 Armona CSD 

Location: Kings County 
Number of Connections: 1,179 
Median Household Income: $32,790 
Monthly Water Rate:  
Monthly Sewer Rate:  
Population Served: 3,239 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 
Challenges:  
Solution(s): 
Other: 

4.4 Pixley PUD 

Location: Tulare County 
Number of Connections: 800 
Median Household Income: $35,759 
Monthly Water Rate:  
Monthly Sewer Rate:  
Population Served: 3,310 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 
Challenges:  
Solution(s): 
Other: 



 

4.5 Richgrove CSD 

Location: Tulare County 
Number of Connections: 600 
Median Household Income: $28,261 
Monthly Water Rate:  
Monthly Sewer Rate:  
Population Served: 2,882 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 
Challenges:  
Solution(s): 
Other: 

5 Communities with Greater than 2,000 Connections 

5.1 Lamont PUD 

Location: Kern County 
Number of Connections: 3,500 
Median Household Income: $33,799 
Monthly Water Rate:  
Monthly Sewer Rate:  
Population Served: 15,120 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 
Challenges:  
Solution(s): 
Other: 

5.2 East Niles CSD 

Location: Kern County 
Number of Connections: 7,338 
Median Household Income:  
Monthly Water Rate:  
Monthly Sewer Rate:  
Population Served: 24,900 
Problem(s) (Quantity/Quality): 
Challenges:  
Solution(s): 
Other: 
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Appendix D, Figure 2 
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APPENDIX F 

DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 



 

DEMONSTRATION PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS 

 

1 Demonstration Projects 

This document provides descriptions of projects that have been completed, or are 
currently in progress, that depict the solutions discussed in the Management and Non-
Infrastructure Solutions Pilot Report. 

1.1 Contractual Assistance  

[examples] 

 

1.2 Inter-Agency Contracts 

1.2.1 Cutler-Orosi JPWA: 

The Cutler-Orosi regional wastewater treatment plant serves a 23,040 acre rural area 
including the communities of Cutler, Orosi, Sultana, East Orosi, Seville, and Yettem, 
with a combined population of about 13,190 residents. The Cutler-Orosi Joint Powers 
Wastewater Authority (JPWA) operates the plant, which was originally constructed in 
1958. The Cutler-Orosi JPWA was founded in XXXX, to [goal of JPWA].   

1.2.2 Alpaugh Joint Powers Authority: 

From 2003 until December 2012, the Alpaugh water system system was managed by 
the Alpaugh Joint Powers Authority, a JPA between Alpaugh Irrigation District (AID) and 
Tulare County Waterworks District No. 1 (TCWWD).  Previously, TCWWD provided 
domestic water to residents within the one-square-mile townsite of Alpaugh, and the 
AID provided domestic water to its more rural irrigation district customers for several 
square miles around Alpaugh.  In 2003, the two agencies entered into a joint powers 
agreement to run the domestic water system, with each contributing its existing 
distribution system pipelines. AID also contributed the use its Well No. 45 (under lease 
to the AJPA), which exceeded even the old arsenic standard of 50 ppb.  The use of this 
well was abandoned by the AJPA once AID Well 10 and AJPA Well 1 were completed.  
AID constructed and contributed Well 10 with USDA funding.  The TCWWD contributed 
Well 1 and its well site with storage facilities, also financed by USDA, along with 
replacement of roughly 10 miles of distribution lines.   

Per the joint powers agreement, the intent was for the Authority to be an interim 
measure, a step on the way to forming one public agency for the provision of water 
service to the entire Alpaugh area.  The formation of a Community Services District was 
approved by Alpaugh voters on the November 2012 ballot.   



 

The AJPA board of directors was comprised of six directors, three each from the two 
member agencies.  All six were appointed by their parent agency and “…serve at the 
pleasure of the [agency] who appointed [them] and may be replaced at any time by the 
[agency] who appointed them.” (Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement, 2003)  This has 
led to constant turnover and frequent partisanship, along with the obvious voting 
problems that come with a board comprised of an even number of directors.  No 
provisions existed for tie-breaking votes.   

The joint powers agreement also provided for an executive director appointed by the 
board.  The executive director (ED) could be a member of the Board of Directors, or not; 
the ED could be the same person as the secretary and/or treasurer, or not.  The joint 
powers agreement vested the ED with the authority to discipline employees and 
conduct day-to-day operation of the system.  This, too, has proven problematic; 
sometimes the ED has been a volunteer and it’s a rather large job for a volunteer to 
take on.  The joint powers agreement did not specify the need for a general manager 
and so presumably meant for the ED to serve in such role.  Prior to the dissolution of 
the AJPA in December 2012, the AJPA had a general manager in place whose contract 
identified him as the ED, essentially combining these two roles into one.  The newly 
formed Alpaugh CSD hired the previous AJPA ED and the CSD's General Manager. 
The current manager/previous ED is a local resident, and has been able to get 
everyone moving in the same direction in a much more effective manner than previous 
EDs hired from outside. 

1.3 Ownership Transfer – No Physical Connection 

 [Alpaugh CSD] 

1.4 Ownership Transfer – Physical Interconnection 

1.4.1 Four Seasons MHP with City of Hanford 

 Problem (quantity, quality) 

o Quantity (86 mobile home units) 

o Arsenic exceeds the Federal limit of 10 ppb 

 Solution 

o Annex to the City of Hanford 

o Extend City of Hanford Water Main to property 

o Destroy existing well 

 Location 

o Approximately ¼ mile west of the City of Hanford 

 Decision Making Process 

o Owner of Mobile Home Park 

 Funding Source(s) 

o Proposition 84 (Feasibility Study Grant) 

o Proposition 84 (Construction Grant pending) 



 

 Cost (application, design, capital, operations) 

 Challenges 

o Funding to construct improvements 

o Payment of debt service for potential loan(s) 

 Time Frame (identification of problem to completion of solution) 

 Other 

1.4.2 Lacey Courts MHP with City of Hanford 

 Problem (quantity, quality) 

o Quantity (20 mobile home units and one home) 

o Arsenic exceeds 10 ppb 

 Solution 

o Annex to the City of Hanford 

o Destroy existing well 

 Location 

o Lacey Courts Mobile Home Park is located near  

 Decision Making Process 

o Owner of Mobile Home Park 

 Funding Source(s) 

o Proposition 84 (Feasibility Study Grant) 

 Cost (application, design, capital, operations) 

 Challenges 

 Time Frame (identification of problem to completion of solution) 

 Other 

1.4.3 Hamblin MWC with City of Hanford 

 Problem (quantity, quality) 

o Quantity (40 single family homes) 

o Arsenic exceeds 10 ppb 

 Solution 

o Annex to the City of Hanford 

o Destroy existing well 

o Dissolve Mutual Water Company 

 Location 

o Immediately surrounded by the City of Hanford 

 Decision Making Process 

o Mutual Water Company 

 Funding Source(s) 

 Cost (application, design, capital, operations) 



 

 Challenges 

o Lack of funds to pursue solutions (no reserves) 

o Age of existing system 

 Time Frame (identification of problem to completion of solution) 

 Other 

1.4.4 Lone Oak Subdivision with the City of Tulare 

The Lone Oak Water System Improvements project through the Tulare County involved 
design and construction review services for a water system extension from the City of 
Tulare to the Lone Oak Subdivision. Responsibilities included preparation of legal 
descriptions for the water line easement across private property, coordination with the 
City of Tulare, County of Tulare, Tulare Irrigation District, Lone Oak Subdivision, Soults 
Water Company, Self-Help Enterprises, and private property owners.  The project 
included 924 linear feet of 12-inch water line, two canal crossings, connection to 
existing City of Tulare and Lone Oak water systems, and abandonment of the existing 
water supply well for the Lone Oak Subdivision.  The project was funded through a 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG). Challenges included construction of the 
new facilities and connection of existing services while maintaining water service to the 
existing homes. 

 Problem (quantity, quality) 

o Quantity (42 single family homes) 

o Nitrate and uranium exceeded MCLs 

 Solution 

o Annex to the City of Tulare 

o Destroy existing well 

o Dissolve Mutual Water Company 

 Location 

o Adjacent to the City of Tulare 

 Decision Making Process 

o Mutual Water Company 

 Funding Source(s) 

o Community Development Block Grant 

 Cost (application, design, capital, operations) 

 Challenges 

o Maintaining water supply during construction 

 Time Frame (identification of problem to completion of solution) 

o 2001 

 Other 



 

1.4.5 El Rancho subdivision with City of Hanford 

The water system improvements project involved design and construction of the water 
system approved for the El Rancho Subdivision in accordance with the SDWSRF and 
City of Hanford requirements. Improvements included approximately two miles of water 
distribution facilities to connect the El Rancho Subdivision to the City of Hanford’s water 
system. Pipeline sizes range from 6-inch to 12-inch in diameter. This project also 
includes water meters for all connections within the subdivision.  

 Problem (quantity, quality) 

o Quantity (142 single family homes) 

o Arsenic and Uranium 

 Solution 

o Annex to the City of Hanford 

o Destroy existing well and remove water tanks 

o Kings County owns Curtis Water Company 

 Location 

o Immediately surrounded by the City of Hanford 

 Decision Making Process 

o Owner of Curtis Water Company passed away 

o Curtis Water Company to be owned by City of Hanford 

o Old wells and piping would need to be replaced 

 Funding Source(s) 

o Drinking Water State Revolving Fund 

 Cost (application, design, capital, operations) 

o $1,050,000 

 Challenges 

o Lack of funds to pursue solutions (no reserves) 

o Age of existing system 

 Time Frame (identification of problem to completion of solution) 

o 2000 to 2005 

 Other 

1.4.6 Rodriguez Labor Camp with Richgrove CSD 

 Problem (quantity, quality) 

 Solution 

o Obtain water supply from Richgrove CSD 

o Richgrove CSD install new well and tank to connect to Rodriguez 

Labor Camp 

 Location: southern Tulare County 



 

 Decision Making Process: Consolidation of funding applications and 

respective projects was encouraged by CDPH.  An agreement was drafted 

by Self-Help Enterprises and negotiated through a series of meetings 

between Richgrove CSD staff and directors and the owners of the Labor 

Camp.  Approval of the extra-territorial service was granted by LAFCO. 

 Funding Source(s) 

o Proposition 84, Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) / 

Tulare County 

 Cost (application, design, capital, operations) 

o Planning, Test Well and Design, appx $500,000 

o Construction $4,500,000 

 Challenges: 

o Lack of high-quality drinking water in the area necessitated a move to a 

well site 2 miles west of Richgrove, but near the labor camp 

o Slow progress, hampered by funding timelines, resulted in a delay during 

which a local farming operation began drilling a well within 200 feet 

of the planned well site. 

 Time Frame (identification of problem to completion of solution): 

Construction could begin in 2013 if problems with competing well are 

resolved.  Planning process, including well site search and test well, took 

approximately 30 months. 

 Other 

1.4.7 Matheny Tract with City of Tulare 

 Problem (quantity, quality) 

o Nitrate and Arsenic above MCLs 

o Old cracked, leaking pipelines 

 Solution 

o Consolidation with the City of Tulare 

o Destruction of existing water supply wells 

 Location 

o South of Tulare, West of Highway 99 

 Decision Making Process 

o Feasibility Study identified consolidation as best option, after 

encouragement by CDPH (which declined to pay for replacement 

supply wells) 



 

o City did not require annexation as a requirement for service, but did 

require upgrades to the aged distribution system internal to the 

community. 

o Service to Matheny Tract was initially approved by the City’s Public 

Works Commission, and then by the City Council and lastly by 

LAFCO.  An agreement was drafted by Self-Help Enterprises and 

executed by the Mutual Water Company and the City of Tulare 

o Negotiations were chiefly brokered by Self-Help Enterprises, with 

strong support from certain officials within the City of Tulare 

 Funding Source(s) 

o Proposition 84 

o State Revolving Fund 

 Cost (application, design, capital, operations) 

o $500,000 Feasibility Study 

o $500,000 Design and Non Construction  

o $4,500,000 Construction 

 Challenges 

o Connecting to 300+ services on private property 

o Insufficient funds to cover private property connections 

 Time Frame (identification of problem to completion of solution) 

o Feasibility Study completed in 20?? 

o Application for Construction Funding submitted, planned 

construction in 2013 

 Other 

 

1.5 County Operation of Multiple Zones of Benefit or County Service 
Areas 

[Fresno County CSAs] 

[Tulare County CSAs] 
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